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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The primaryaim of the analysispresentedin this report is to
examine in detail the food choices of low-income households in order to

understand the factors accounting for differences among low-income
households in the nutritional adequacy of their food choices. The data
used are from the 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income
Households, a survey of household food use that was conducted from November
1979 through March 1980 for a national probability sample of approximately
2,900 low-incomehouseholds. The analysishas four components: (1) an
examination of the quantities of food used, the money value of food used,
the prices paid, the share of the food budget devoted to different food
groups, and nutrient densities; (2) a comparison of the food choices of FSP
participants and low-income nonparticipants; (3) an analysis of the extent
to which the diets of low-income households resemble the 1983 Thrifty Food
Plan (TFP); and (4) an analysis of the perceived adequacy of household food
supplies.

The analysis of food choices consists primarily of descriptive
tables showing mean values of quantities of food used, money value of food
used, and prices paid for 31 food groups defined by the 1983 TFP.
Descriptive data on the food choices of FSP participants and nonpartici-
pants within these nutrient availability subgroups are presented. When
appropriate, statistical tests of significance are conducted for the
differencesin the food choicesof householdsthat vary by their level of
nutrient availability and FSP participation status.

Households are divided into three subgroups: (1) households with
food use meeting 100 percent of the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA)
for all 11 nutrients examined {high nutrient availability group}; (2)
householdswith food use meeting80-99 percentof the RDA for all 11
nutrients {moderate nutrient availability group); and (3) households with
food use not meeting 80 percent of the RDA for all 11 nutrients (low
nutrient availability group). Descriptive data on these household
subgroupsshow that the amount by which the averageavailabilityof
individual nutrients differs between groups of low-income households is
remarkablyconstantacross nutrients;on average,householdswith moderate
nutrient availability have availability levels of 30 percent less for every
nutrientthan householdswith high nutrientavailability,while households
with low nutrient availability have availability levels of approximately 60
percent less for every nutrient than households with high nutrient
availability. In addition, households with moderate nutrient availability
used food at home worth an average of 25 percent less than households with
high nutrient availability, and households with low nutrient availability
used food worth only about half as much as food used by households with
high nutrient availability.

The major finding of this study is that quantities of food used is
the primary factor differentiating households on whether they achieve the
RDA. For most of the 31 food groups examined, households in the high
nutrient availability group used higher average quantities of food and had
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higher average money values of food used than households in the moderate
nutrient availability group. These households in turn used higher average
quantities of food and had higher average money values of food used than
households in the low nutrient availability group. In addition, low-income
households with high nutrient availability were more likely than other low-
income households to use at least the TFP quantities of each of the 31 food
groups,'andhouseholdswith moderatenutrient availabilitywere more likely
than households with low nutrient availability to use at least the TFP
quantities. In contrast, compositional differences in household food
choices are much less important in differentiating households by whether
they achieve the RDA. In general, the share of home food dollars allocated
to different food groups only differed significantly between the high and
low nutrient availability groups, and these differences correspond to
statistically significant differences in nutrient densities for many
nutrients. Relative to households with high nutrient availability,
households with low nutrient availability spent a significantly smaller
proportion of their home food dollars on high nutrient vegetables, other
fruits, other cereals, and milk and yogurt, which are important sources of
vitamin A, thiamin, iron, calcium, and riboflavin. Correspondingly, the
densitiesof these nutrientsare significantlylower in the foods used by
households with low nutrient availability.

Two principal findings come from the analysis of the food choices
of FSP households and other low-income nonparticipating households:

1. Proportionately more FSP households than low-income
nonparticipating households achieved 100 percent of the
RDA for all 11 nutrients and were in the high nutrient
availability group. Consequently, overall, FSP
households used higher average quantities and had
higher average money values of food used for each food
group than low-income nonparticipating households.

2. Within groups of households with similar nutrient
availabilitylevels,the food use of FSP householdsand
low-income nonparticipating households were generally
similarin both the quantitiesof food used and the
compositionof food choices. The major exceptionsare
red meats and eggs; FSP households with high and
moderate levels of nutrient availability used
significantlylargerquantitiesof these foods than did
other low-income households.

The comparisonof the food choicesof low-incomehouseholdswith
the TFP-recommended diet shows that low-income households used relatively
more vegetables,fruits,cheese, higher-costred meats, poultry, bacon and
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sausage, and fats and oils and relatively less whole-grain products, dry
beans/peas/lentils,and soft drinks comparedto the TFP. In addition,
households with high nutrient availability were more likely than other low-
income households to use the TFP quantities of each food group, providing
further _upport for the finding that low-income households with high
nutrient availability used the largest average quantities of food in every
foodg_oup.

The analysis of the perceived adequacy of household food supplies
reveals two interesting findings:

1. Householdperceptionsconcerningthe adequacyof their
diets {including both quantity and quality of foods)
were not related to the nutritional adequacy of
household food use. Specifically, households that
differed in their perceived adequacy of home food
supplies generally did not differ in their level of
nutrient availability. Moreover, the perceived
adequacy of household food supplies is related to the
quantities used and expenditure shares of only a few
food groups {most notably, other vegetables, other
flour/meal/rice/pasta,and poultry),rather than to
systematic differences in quantities used and
expenditure shares across most food groups.

2. FSP households were more likely than low-income
nonparticipants to report that they sometimes did not
have enough food, and they were less likely than
nonparticipants to consider their food supplies as
adequate in terms of quantity and desirability. In
conjunction with the previous finding that proportion-
ately more FSP households than nonparticipating
households were in the high nutrient availability group
and, hence, used higher average quantities of food,
this finding suggests that the perceived adequacy of
household food supplies is not generally related to the
actual quantities of food used or to the expenditure
shares of low income-households.

iii



I. INTRODUCTION

Existing knowledge of the nutritional adequacy of the food choices

of U.S_ low-income households is based primarily on data from the 1977-78

Low-Income Supplement to the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey and the

1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households. A consistent

finding of studies analyzing these data is that, although the foods used by

low-income households have average nutritive values exceeding the

Recommended Daily Allowances (RDA), many households fail to use food that

meets the RDA (USDA,1981, 1982; Peterkinet al., 1982). For example, in

1977-78, only 42 percent of low-income households used food that met the

1974 RDA for all 11 nutrients examined; in 1979-80, that percentage dropped
1,2

slightly to 39 percent of low-income households.

Another important finding of previous analyses of the 1977-78 Low-

Income Supplement to the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey is that a

larger proportion of Food Stamp Program (FSP) participants than FSP-

eligiblenonparticipantsused food that met the RDA (USDA,1981, 1982). In

1977-78, 48 percent of FSP households used food that met the 1974 RDA for

all 11 nutrients, while only 38 percent of nonparticipating low-income

households used food that met the RDA. The comparable figures for 1979-80

are 46 percent of FSP participants and 34 percent of FSP-eligible nonparti-

1
The 11 nutrients are protein, calcium, iron, magnesium,

phosphorus, vitamin A, thiamin, riboflavin, vitamin B6, vitamin B12, and
vitamin C.

2
It is important to note that the RDA are intakes of nutrients

considered adequate for maintaining good nutrition in nearly all healthy
personsin the UnitedStates and intakesless than the RDA do not
necessarily imply dietary deficiencies.



cipants. In addition, for food energy and for each individual nutrient,

the percentage of FSP households with food use meeting the RDA is either

greater than or approximately equal to the percentage of nonparticipating

low-indome households with food use meeting the RDA.

Although several previous analyses have examined household

expenditure patterns for broad aggregate food groupings (Morgan et al.,

1985; Morgan and Johnson, 1985), relatively few studies have examined the

more detailed food choices of low-income households in order to understand

why a substantial proportion of households fail to achieve the RDA. In

addition, analyses of the food choices of FSP participants and

nonparticipants provide little insight into the reasons for the existence

of differences in the proportions meeting the RDA. Indeed, data from the

two surveys show that the food choices of FSP participants and

nonparticipants are generally similar; although, on average, FSP

participants use larger quantities of food per person than do

nonparticipants, the differences are small for most of the food groups

(Morgan et al., 1985; USDA, 1981, 1982). One possible reason for this is

that the data presented on food choices are for fairly aggregate food

groups, and variations in quantities used of more detailed food groups may

go undetected.

The overall objective of the analysis presented in this report is

to investigate in detail the food choices of low-income households. More

specifically,the analysishas four components:

1. An analysis of the quantities of food used and the
composition of food choices to determine if differences
between households that achieve the RDA and those that
do not can be attributed to differences in quantities
of food used or to qualitative differences in food
choices

2



2. A comparison of the food choices of FSP participants
and other nonparticipant low-income households

3. An examination of the extent to which the food choices
of low-income households resemble the Thrifty Food Plan

w

4. An analysis of household perceptions concerning the
quantity and quality of their food supplies

This report is organized as follows. The remainder of this chapter

discusses the data used in this study, describes the analytic approach, and

presents some descriptive data on the socioeconomic characteristics of low-

income households. Chapter II presents our analysis of the food choices of

low-income households. Chapter III discusses the food choices of FSP

participants and low-income nonparticipants. Chapter IV compares the food

choices of low-income households to the 1983 Thrifty Food Plan. Chapter V

analyzesthe perceivedadequacyof householdfood supplies,and a summary

concludes the report.

A. DATA

The data used in this report are from the 1979-80 Survey of Food

Consumption in Low-Income Households {SFC-LI). This survey was conducted

from November 1979 through March 1980 for a national probability sample of

approximately 2,900 low-income housekeeping households eligible to receive
1

benefits under the FSP. It was comparable to the 1977-78 Low-Income

Supplement to the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey (NFCS-LI), which

was conducted from November 1977 through March 1978 for a national

probability sample of approximately 4,400 low-income housekeeping

1
Housekeepinghouseholdsare householdswith at least one person

having10 or more meals from householdfood suppliesduring the 7 days
precedingthe interview.

3



households. The objective of the 1979-80 SFC-LI was to provide information

on changes in food use and dietary adequacy that were associated with

increasing food prices and the elimination of the purchase requirement

(EPR)fnJanuary1979.

The sample design for the 1979-80 SFC-LI is a national probability

sample of households in the 48 conterminous states that were eligible to

participate in the FSP. Within each of the Primary Sampling Units

selected, reporting districts were stratified by three income levels--less

than 20 percent of households with incomes below poverty, 20-29 percent,

and 30 percent or more. A total of 1,134 area segments was selected for

interviewing. Onsite listings of current residences were made for each

area segment and a random sample of these residences was selected. Sample

weights were assigned to each of the sample cases such that the weighted

sample is representative of the population of low-income households in the
1

U.S.

The 1979-80 SFC-LI provides detailed information on household food

use. Household food use refers to food and beverages used from household

food supplies during the seven days preceding the interview. Food

purchased with cash, credit, or food stamps and food that was home-

produced,receivedas a gift or paymentfor work, or receivedthroughother

programs (e.g. WIC) are all included in the measure of household food use.

It is important to note that household food use is not equivalent

to food intake by individualsin the householdor to householddiets. Food

1
The weighting factors used in the analysis have a mean of 1.01 and

a standard deviation of 2.32. They range from a low of .051 to a maximum
of 39.7.



intake refers to food actuallyeaten and is generally less than food

used. The difference between the amount of food used and actual food

intake cin be attributed to food waste or loss and food provided to pets.

Differences in survey methodologies for obtaining data on food used and

food intake and reporting errors also may contribute to observed
1

differences between food used and food intake.

The survey methodology was based on a seven-day recall of food used

from household food supplies. Respondent households had been contacted at

least seven days prior to the actual interview and asked to maintain

records of shopping lists, menus, grocery receipts, prices of food, and

labels that would help them provide information on food use. For each food

item used from household food supplies during the previous seven days, the

interviewer recorded the type of food, form (fresh, canned, or frozen),

quantity used, price paid (if appropriate), and source (purchased, home-

produced, or gift or pay). Data were also collected on the number and type

of meals (morning, noon, or evening) eaten from household food supplies by

household members and others, on the snacks and refreshments eaten by

guests, and on meals (but not foods) eaten away from home by household

members. In addition to the data on food use, information was obtained

on household characteristics presumed to be related to food use, such as

participation in the FSP, participation in other food assistance programs

(School Lunch, School Breakfast, and WIC), household composition, income,

education and employment of the household heads, urbanization, and tenancy.

1
Food intake surveysusuallycover 1 to 3 days (comparedto 7 days

for food use surveys) and are less likely to include weekend days when
consumptionis relativelyhigh.



Data on household food energy and nutrient availability are

calculated from the quantity of each food item used from household food

supplies[ Caloric and nutrient contents of each food item are obtained
1

from tables of the nutritive value of foods. Total household availability

of food energy is derived by summing the food energy of the individual food

items used. The household availability of nutrients is obtained in similar

fashion by summing the nutritive values of the individual food items.

Nutritive values pertain to the edible portion of the food used from

householdfood supplies,with some adjustmentsfor vitamin losses during

preparation.

The measure of food expenditures used in this analysis is the

money value of food used at home. It is obtained by multiplying the

quantity (in pounds} of each food item used by its respondent-reported

price per pound. Food not purchased directly by the household {i.e., home-

produced food or food received as a gift or as pay} is valued at the

average price per pound for that food item paid by survey households

reportingits purchase and use. The money value of food used at home

includesthe money value of food used from householdfood suppliesby

household members, boarders, employees, and guests.

1
The sourcesfor the nutritivevalues are B. Watt and A. Merrill,

"Composition of Foods...Raw, Processed, Prepared." U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Agricultural Handbook 8 {revised}, 1963; the supplements to
the Agricultural Handbook (8-2, 1976; 8-2, 1977; and 8-3, 1978}; and M.L.
Orr, "Pantothenic Acid, Vitamin B6 and Vitamin Bi2 in Foods," U.S.
Departmentof Agriculture,Home E_onomicResearcE-ReportNo. 36, 1969.
Some values in these reports were revised by the Nutrient Data Research
Branch of HNIS to reflect the current state of knowledge of nutritive
values.



Two crucial features of the data from the 1979-80 SFC-LI are

important to note. First, household nutrient availability data are based

on food Osed from household food supplies. This point has two important

implications. First, just as food used exceeds food intake, nutrient
1

availabilityoverstatesnutrientintake. Second,nutritivevalues are not

available for food eaten away from home. If the number of meals away from

home differs among groups of households, differences in nutrient

availabilitywill be observedregardlessof whether or not any differences

exist in the nutritive value of food used at home. Therefore, it is

important to make an adjustment for the proportion of meals eaten at home

when comparing nutrient availability from food used at home by subgroups of

low-income households or when determining whether households used foods

that satisfy the RDA.

A second feature of the 1979-80 SFC-LI is that the data are

household-level data. While information is collected on each individual

food item used, no information is available on which household member or

other person eating from householdfood suppliesused which food item. As

a result, data on whether or not a household meets the RDA are based on the

comparison of aggregate household food use to a household-level RDA, which

is the sum of the RDA for individual household members and other persons

eating from the household food supplies, appropriately adjusted for the

proportion of meals eaten from household food supplies. An implicit

assumption here is that a household with food use meeting the household-

1
In addition, neither nutrient availability nor nutrient intake are

synonymous with nutritional status, since nutritional status depends not
only on what is eaten but also on how the food is digested,metabolized,
stored in the body, and excreted (Kennedy, 1983).



level RDA has an optimal distribution of food within the household, so that

each individual household member or other person eating from household food

supplies'also meets the individual-level RDA.

Data on the nutritional adequacy of household food use in 1979-80,

based on data from the SFC-LI, are presented in Table 1. This table shows

the percentages of households with food use meeting 100 percent and 80

percent of the 1980 RDA, respectively, for food energy, for 11 specific

nutrients, and for all 11 nutrients, where the RDA are based on the age and

sex of the household members and on the proportion of meals eaten at home

in a week. These data confirm the findings of previous analyses using the

1974 RDA: (1) a substantial proportion of households use food that does not

meet the RDA for all 11 nutrients, and (2) the percentage of FSP

participants with food choices meeting the RDA is consistently larger than

the comparable percentage for other low-income households. Table I also

shows that substantially higher percentages of low-income households make

food choices that meet 80 percent of the RDA than 100 percent of the RDA.

B. ANALYTIC APPROACH

As shown in Table 1, data from the 1979-80 SFC-LI show that a

substantial proportion of households (43 percent) make food choices that

fail to achieve even 80 percent of the RDA for all 11 nutrients. The

primary aim of the analysis presented in this report is to examine in

detail the food choices of low-income households in order to understand the

factors accounting for differences among low-income households in the

nutritional adequacy of their food choices.

Our basic analysisof the food choicesof low-incomehouseholds

consistsof a comprehensivedescriptiveanalysisexaminingdifferences

betweensubgroupsof low-incomehouseholdsin the use of 31 food groups

B



TABLE 1

PERCENTAGES OF U.S. LOW-INCOME IIOUSEIIOLOS WITH FOOD
USE MEETING 100 PERCENT AND 80 PERCENT OF THE 1980

RDA FOR FOOD ENERGY AND FOR 11 NUTRIENTS, 1979-80 ?

All Low-Income (N=2,925) FSP Participants (N=1,616) FSP. Nonparticipants (N=1,309)
Nutrient Meet 100% Meet 80% Meet 100% Meet 80% Meet 100% Meet 80%

Food Energy 74.1 88.5 78.0 89.8 71.4 87.6

Protein 96.8 98.4 96.9 99.2 96.8 97.9

Vitamin A 77.6 88.9 82.0 89.5 74.4 88.5

Vitamin C 83.4 88.6 85.0 89,5 82.2 87.9

Thiamin 88.5 95.2 88.6 95.3 88.4 95.1

Riboflavin 90.8 96.0 92.3 96.6 89.7 95.5

Vitamin B6 56.5 76.1 64.0 80.4 51.1 73.1

Vitamin B12 75.0 87.0 78.3 88.5 72.7 86.0

Calcium 58.3 76.7 61.6 77.1 56.1 73.1

Phosphorus 92.8 97.5 93.1 96.1 92.5 98.5

Magnesium 68.9 83.1 73.6 85.8 65.5 82.2

Iron 78.1 88.5 77.7 85.9 78.3 90.4

All 11 Nutrients 35.9 57.0 42.4 60.9 31.2 54.3

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Ilouseholds.

NOTES: All percentages are calculated using weighted data.



corresponding to the 1983 Thrifty Food Plan (TFP). The TFP is a low-cost

food plan developed to provide a nutritious diet for most households while

conforming as closely as possible to the usual diets of low-income



1979-80 SFC-LI, approximately 35 percent of low-income households have high

levels of nutrient availability, 20 percent of these households have

moderate'levels of nutrient availability, and 45 percent have low levels of

nutrientavailability.

For the analysisof the food choices of householdsthat differ by

their level of nutrient availability, we investigate the average quantities

of food used per person, the average money values of food used per person,

and the average prices paid for food used for the 31 food groups

corresponding to the TFP. We also examine the composition and quality of

household food choices by comparing the average food expenditure shares of

the 31 food groups and by comparing the average availability of individual

nutrients per 1,000 kilocalories of food energy {nutrient densities} by

these subgroups of low-income households. Statistical tests of

significance (t-tests} are conducted for the differences between subgroups

in the quantities,prices,money values,and expenditureshares of the 31

food groups, as well as in the nutrientdensitiesfor individualnutrients.

Per person in this analysisalways refers to per "equivalent

nutrition unit", which is one measure of household size and is defined as

the number of adult equivalent males eating meals from the household food

supplies. It adjustsactual householdsize for both the age-sex

compositionof the householdmembers and the proportionof meals eaten at

home. The adjustment weights each household member or other person eating

from householdfood suppliesby the RDA for that member relativeto the RDA

for an adult aged 23-50 and by the proportion of meals eaten at home. For

example,considerthe followinghouseholdwith a male and female head aged

11



35, a boy aged 15, a girl aged 12, and no other persons eating from the

household supplies:

' RDAfor Proportionof Equivalent
Food Energy Relative Meals Eaten Nutrition

HouseholdMember (Kcal) Needs At Home Units

Male,aged35 2,700 1.00 x .67 = .67

Female,aged35 2,000 .74 x 1.00 = .74

Male,aged15 2,800 1.04 x .71 = .74

Female,aged12 2,200 .81 x .71 : .58

EquivalentNutrition 2.73
Units

The number of equivalent nutrition units in this hypothetical household,
1

based on the RDA for food energy, is 2.73 persons.

A second question addressedby our analysis is how the food choices

of FSP participants differ from those of other low-income households. To

examine this question, we first stratify households within each of the

three levels of nutrient availability by FSP participation status and then

present tables showing {1) average quantities per person, money values per

person, prices paid, and expenditure shares for the 31 food groups and (2)

average nutrient densities for individual nutrients. Statistical tests of

significance (t-tests) are conducted for the differences in these variables

between FSP participants and low-income nonparticipants.

A third componentof our analysiscomparesthe quantitiesof food

used by households to the quantities of food recommended by the TFP in

1
For each household, the number of equivalent nutrition units is

different for each nutrient, since the RDA and "relative need" of
individual household members differ by nutrient.

12



order to examine the extent to which the food choices of low-income

households resemble the TFP. Two measures are used to compare the

quantities of food used to the TFP in each of the 31 food groups: (1) the

median _atio of quantity used to the TFP quantity, and (2) the percentage '

of households using at least the TFP quantities.

A final component of our analysis is an investigation of household

perceptions concerning the quantity and quality of their food choices. The

1979-80 SFC-LI included a question on the quantity and quality of foods

eaten from the household food supplies. Responses to this question have

been divided into three groups: (1) enough and desirable, (2) enough but

not always desirable, and (3) sometimes not enough. Our analysis of the

perceptions of household food supplies entails both a descriptive analysis

of how the responses to this question vary by level of nutrient

availability and FSP participation status and an analysis of the quantities

of food used and expenditure shares of the 31 food groups for households

that differ with respect to their perceptions of their food supplies.

C. HOUSEHOLDCHARACTERISTICS

Before consideringdifferencesin the quantityand compositionof

the food choices of low-income households, it is useful to examine

descriptive data on household demographic and socioeconomic

characteristics. The descriptive profile of low-income households

presented in this section includes information on household nutrient

availability, household size, income, and food expenditures.

1. Household Nutrient Availability

Table 2 presents descriptive data on nutrient availability per

person for the three subgroups of low-income households. This table shows

13



TABLE 2

DESCRIPTIVE DATA OF NUTRIENT AVAILAH[LITY PER I'ERSON
FOR FOOD ENERGYANn II NUTRIENTS° fly I.£VI_L OF NIJFRIENT

AVAILANILITY, U.S.I.O_-INCI)HE IIOUSI_IIOI.I)S, 1979-HO

All I.ou- IIn._eh,)id Food ll_e Ilousehold Food Use Ilousehold Food U_e Not
1980 Adult income fleet!ling IOO% of the Ih,etlog 80-99Z of the fleeting 8OZ of the RDA

Nutrient Hale RDA llousehold_ RDA For All II Norris.ts RItA For All I1NutrlentB For Ali I1 Nutrients
?

Food Eneray (Kcal) 2,700 3,741.62 4,922.98 3,728.48 2,762.45

Protein (81 56 125.O6 167.38 122.25 91.14

Vitamin A (IU) 5,000 IOt425.&O 15,004,50 9,764.56 6,930.46

Vitamin C (mS) 60 140.87 193.32 139.03 98.03

Thiamin (m81 1.4 2.55 3.46 2.47 i.83

Riboflavin (mS) 1.6 3.12 4.27 3.O6 2.19

Vitamin B6 (mS) 2.2 2.50 3.44 2.39 1.77

Vitamin 812 (PS) 3.0 5.89 7.97 5.87 4.17

Calcium (mR) 800 967.58 !,334.19 948.79 670.96

I-. Phosphorus (mS) 800 1,623.41 2,176.38 1,586.86 1,180.O4
z

Haaneslum (ag) 350 458.95 616.64 461.56 326.10

Iron (m_) 10 15.92 21.68 15.42 11.35

Sample Site 2,925 I,O25 582 1,318

SOURCEs 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Low-lneome Ilouseholds.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are unwefghted.

[
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that, on average, households with high nutrient availability overall have

higher levels of food energy and greater availability of each of the

individual nutrients than do households with moderate levels of nutrient

availability, which in turn have higher levels of food energy and nutrients _

available than do households with low levels of nutrient availability. The

amount by which the average availability of individual nutrients differs

between groups of low-income households is remarkably constant across

nutrients;on average,householdswith moderate nutrientavailabilityhave

availability levels of 30 _ercent less for every nutrient than households

with high nutrient availability, while households with low nutrient

availability have availability levels of approximately 60 percent less for

every nutrient than households with high nutrient availability.

2. Household Size and Composition

As shown in Table 3, in 1979-80 the average size of low-income

householdsin the U.S. was 3.37 persons. Householdswith high nutrient

availability and with low nutrient availability both had slightly fewer

persons, on average {3.28 and 3.25, respectively}, than households with

moderatenutrientavailability,which had an averageof 3.76 persons. In

general,FSP householdswere smallerthan other low-incomehouseholds,with

the exception that among households with low nutrient availability, FSP

participants had slightly larger households than nonparticipants {3.43

versus 3.15 persons). In addition,the averagesize of FSP households

increased as the level of nutrient availability decreased. These

differencesamong subgroupsof low-incomehouseholdspersistwhen household

size is measured in equivalentnutritionunits, the measureof household

sizethat is adjustedfor the age/sexcompositionof the householdand for

the proportion of meals eaten at home.
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l ArN.[ t

SrtCCT[I) (_HILqAt'I(RISIlCS OF U.S. LOW-IN(_OH[HOUSrlIOIDS IN 1979-608

II(lllC,[ll(]ltO Sl_/[p IN('I1Hft FI1(10[xP[FI')IILNI[S
(Hem.il,c_cept us noted)

IIousehold r,,_ lisae Heel lncj 10n_4 Iloullt. hold rood the Heet i nn n0-91_ Household rood Use Not )4_et inq fir_.
Ail Lcm-lncoM Hougeholds ur the mA for All II Nutrientll of the RllR For Ali I1 Nutrients of the RDA For All II Nutrientll

Houllehold fSP fSP ISP FSP F5° fSP -- · FSP fSP

Characteristic All Pert lc tpent e Nonpert lc Ipenl II All Part ic ipent II No,peri lc tplmt II All Pare ir ipllnt II Nonpart lc tpmnte Ali Pert ic ipente Noopert lc lpe, d q

Iloullehold Size (portiere) 1.17 J. 19 LS0 1.2R 2.91 1.62 I. 76 1.12 4.O2 !.25 }.41 I. 15

Houllehold Slav In (C_Jivelent 2.19 2.20 1.52 2.29 1.9& 2.&1 2.65 2.28 2.87 2.14 2.42 2.29
HOtrAt ion Unite

Percent of Huusseholde
Vith Healberl J_]lel

& yeerwwut leal _6.20 41.S& 14.19 42.47 41.15 &1.95 19.71 AZ.S! 18.11 )).72 46.44 25.97
JiG years or ,ere il .97 2Fi.54 I&.M1 219.12 24.89 Il .25 20.20 J). 14 25.19 17.0) 10.11 41. I !

H(weehold Meekly CHh 117.15 92.#1 1 14.52 tl').fifi fi4.19 146.50 I !).47 99.79 152.65 110.65 9fi.fi5 117.fi4
I acute tS)

rood Steep Weekly &)null 9.2R 22.28 0 10.1t9 22.16 O 7.79 21.47 O 8.62 22.78 0
Value (_)

Houlleho I d Chh. IncoMe 126.62 115.09 114.82 126.77 106.15 146.00 141.26 121.27 1'12,65 119.29 121.61 117.84
PI.J! Value of rood
Stamp Runus (S/week)

I-'

Ho_ehold Incooe Plull food ')&.OI 55.41g 56.19 ')7.92 59.12 56.75 54.70 5145 55.41 5').07 52.40 56.R4
SImop Bonus, Per Adult
Hills [quivilent (S/week)

Honey Value ot Fond tilled 21.14 24.59 22.111 _(1.4il 12.26 28.59 21.5fl 24.115 21.16 16.90 17.12 1_.5!1
et It,)we Per [quiveient
Nutrit ioA Unit (S/week)

Ho.er rolo, or rood Oiled I. 15 I .&? 1.29 1.78 1.85 1.71 I. 18 1.19 1.17 .97 .97 .97
et Hone Relative to

the Cost of the thrifty
Food Plan

HotJssehold Seeple Sire 2,925 1,616 I, _09 I ,fi25 615 410 582 121 261 I, _18 680 618

S(]UNC[I 1979o80 Survey of' Food ConlluIpt ion In Low-lncoM Itoullehold:l.

NOt(SI Ail weehl end proportionll Ire Meicjhted; eietple sJzell are _ameiqhted. Fiqurell are cusp,dad u.linq date frtn_ ht)ull(:holdu with vlllid respo()llell (i.e., non-mjllsing) for thee q_elltiun.



Approximately 38 percent of all low-income households included

children who were six years old or younger. A higher percentage of

households with high nutrient availability included children age six or

less (42.7 percent}, while a lower proportion of households with low

nutrient availability included young children {33.7 percent}. In general,

FSP households were more likely to contain young children than were

nonparticipants; however, among households with high nutrient availability,

FSP participants were slightly less likely than other low-income households

to include young children {41.4 versus 44.0 percent). Further, as nutrient

availability levels decrease, the percentage of FSP households that have

young children increases. The reverse is true for nonparticipatinglow-

income households.

Although householdswith low nutrientavailabilitywere less likely

to have a young child, they were substantially more likely to include an

older person than were householdswith high or moderate nutrient

availability (37.0 versus 28.1 and 28.2 percent, respectively}. FSP

participants were less likely than nonparticipants to include a person age

60 or over, except for households with moderate nutrient availability,

amongwhom FSP participantswere more likelythan nonparticipantsto

include an older person.

3. Household Income

Descriptive data on household income presented in Table 3 show the

average weekly cash income of all U.S. low-income households in 1979-80 was

117 dollars. Households with moderate nutrient availability earned the

highest average cash income ($133), followed by households with high

nutrientavailability($116)and householdswith low nutrient availability

{$111}. However, since households with moderate nutrient availability were
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also relatively larger in size, the average weekly cash income adjusted for

household size and composition (adult male equivalent) for this group of

households was quite similar to that for the other low-income households.

_The average weekly cash income of FSP participantswas sub-

stantially less than that of nonparticipants for all low-income households

($93 versus $135), as well as for all subgroups of households by level of

nutrient availability. These differences persist when average weekly cash

income is adjusted for household size and composition.

Including the amount of the food stamp bonus in the income of FSP

participants brings their average weekly income closer to the average

income of nonparticipants but does not eliminate the disparity in average

income. However, because of differences between FSP participants and

nonparticipants in household size and composition, including food stamp

bonuses in weekly income makes the average adjusted weekly income of FSP

participants comparable to that of nonparticipants.

4. Money Value of Food Used

The data in Table 3 also indicate that the average money value of

food used at home per person per week was $23.14. Examining average money

values of food used at home in more detail reveals that households with

high nutrient availability used food of the highest money value per person

per week ($30.40), households with moderate nutrient availability used food

of the next highest money value per person per week ($23.50), and

households with low nutrient availability used food with the lowest money

value per person per week ($16.90). Put another way, households with

moderate nutrient availability used food at home worth an average of 25

percent less than households with high nutrient availability, and

18



households with low nutrient availability used food worth only about half

as much as food used at home by households with high nutrient availability.

_ithin groups of households by level of nutrient availability, the

differences between FSP participants and nonparticipants in the average

money value of food used at home per person per week are relatively

small. In every case, the average money value of food used at home was

slightly larger for FSP participants than for nonparticipants.

5. Social and Demoqraphic Characteristics

Table 4 presentsdata on socialand demographiccharacteristicsof

low-income households in 1979-80. In general, these data show relatively

few differences in the socioeconomic status of households according to

their level of nutrient availability. The exception is that among all FSP

households, those with the lowest level of nutrient availability were more

likely than other FSP households to have a male head present, a male head

employed, and a male head less than 35 years of age.

Differences in socioeconomic status between FSP participants and

other low-income households are much more striking than differences among

householdsof differentlevelsof nutrientavailability. FSP participants

were far less likely than other low-income households to have a male

household head present, and twice as many FSP participants had only a

female household head. Relative to low-income nonparticipating households,

male heads of FSP households tended to be older {especially in households

with moderate and high levels of nutrient availability) and were much less

likely to have graduated from high school or to be employed. Female heads

of FSP households tended to be more middle-aged than the female heads of
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IAmE 4

S[L[CIED CHARACIERISIICS or U.S. LOM-INC01_ HOUSEIIOLD5IN 1979-801
S(]I:IAL AND mMOCRAPIII£ CIIRRACI[RIS! ICa

(perceld: or households)

IImJsehold rood Use Meet l-q 1(X_4 linusehold Food Use HeeLtnq 60-9_ Household rood U,, Not Peet ts_ 6h_
All LAm-Income Householdl of tho RDA For All II Nutrients of the RtlA For All II Nutria.ts of the Rea rot All I! Nutrients

Iluusehold rap raj ) FSP rap rsP FsP ?. rap FSP

Characteristic Ail PertJcJpente Nunperticipentl Ail Participants Nu,_articipante All Participants Nml)erticlpente Ali i Per ticlpen.te Nonperticipw,ta

Hale Heed Present Sm 55.1 17.8 67.9 52.6 11.6 71.1 59.1 17.9 71.6 55.4 42.1 61.6
Household

Aqe or Mile Ileedt
Lees tha. }5 yeire 44._ }5.0 46.} 42.} }0.7 47.6 45.1 26.} 50.7 46.0 42.5 47.4
)_ to ')9 )ears )4.4 14.9 14. } }5.2 62. } 12.0 IA .9 }).4 )7.9 12.6 29.1 }4.0
60 }ell0 end over 21.0 )O.! 17.5 12.$ 27.1 20.5 18.1 40.4 11.4 21.4 28.4 16.6

tducit ion of Male Heedt
Less then high IChOOi 61.A 72.1 59.9 66.4 71.2 64.2 67.0 77.9 61.7 _9.0 70.6 54.1
Coq)leted high school 12.ff 25.2 15.9 !1.4 26. ! 12.0 29.9 21. ! }2.4 }5.6 24.0 40.Z
Completed col legs }.1_ 2.7 4. } 2.2 0.5 ).O }. 1 O.8 !.6 5.4 5.4 5.

Hale Heed [mpluyed 26. I 11.9 }&.5 26.9 11.2 46.0 22.6 8.) }0.6 25.6 14.4 17.6

Female Iliad Present A,i 92.9 94.4 91.9 91.5 94.2 92.9 91.2 96.4 88.2 91.} 91.7 91.1
MeueehoId

Age Of relllele He;da
Less thin 15 yeerl )7.6 15. } )9. ) 40.2 16.4 44.0 17.7 19.5 )6.6 15. I }2.0 17.4

K.) 75 to 59 years 19._ 41.5 }6.6 40.9 45.5 }6.4 )9.0 _6.1 40.6 58.6 44.8 14.8
0 60 years end o,er ?2.9 21.1 24.1 16.9 18.1 19.7 21.1 24.4 22.7 26.1 21.2 27.8

[ducet ion of Female He-at

Lees then high IChool &).7 66.1 61.7 66.1 66.tl 66.2 64.6 71.2 59.2 61.O 62.9 _,9.8
COdUpIet ed high schuol 14.0 }2. f) 15. I 10.5 11.0 29.6 }2.8 26.4 }6.7 )7.7 } 1.O 10. I
Completed college 2. _ 1.2 }.2 !,4 2.6 4.2 2.7 0.4 4.1 1.} 0.1 2.1

female Heed Employed 17.9 10.9 22.9 17.7 10.4 24.7 20.7 16. ! 2 !.4 16.7 9.0 21.4

RAce end Ethfilcityt
Block }}.9 40.2 21.7 11.6 42.4 21.r) 26.6 51.PI 15.7 16.1 52.7 29._)
Hispanic 5.6 7.1 4.5 6.0 6.4 1.6 5.2 0. I 1.5 5.1 5.0 5.5

Regiont
Northeast 22. l 2}. 0 21.6 27.4 27.6 27.2 25.7 22.& 27.5 16. } 16.2 15.2
North Cent tel 20. } 22.7 16.5 21.0 24.6 17._ 16. } 111.6 16.2 20.6 22.5 19.
South 46.4 47.2 dkl.7 61.6 41.6 6_ .& 47. I 47.5 46,6 46. I _)}.2 45. }
Vest I1.1 7.1 14.0 R.O 6.) 9.6 6.9 11.4 7.5 14.6 6.1 20.1

DM, _ 42._ 22.7 56.} 45.7 19.5 67.1 46.0 22.5 59.4 19.} 26.2 47.)

Huusehold 5mqAle Size 2,925 I,&16 I,IO9 I,O25 615 410 562 121 261 1,116 660 6t8

$QURCEt 1979-_0 S,_rvey of' rood Cm_sumption in toy-Income Households.

NOT[Si All percentqel ere ueighted; simple sires ere unueiqhted, rigure, ere computed usi-g date frum houst'holds with valid responses fi.e. rlofi-misgif_j) for that question. Percentages may
not edd up to 100 percent due to rouwKfi.g.



eligible nonparticipating households. FSP participants were also far less

likely to have a female head employed and to own their house than were

nonparti6ipants.

w.

6. Summary

In summary, the descriptive profile of low-income households in

1979-80 shows that on average, the degree to which households have food

choices that satisfy the RDA is not strongly associated with their income

per person (including food stamps) or other measures of socioeconomic

status, but is strongly related to their money value of food used at

home. Households with high nutrient availability had a higher average

money value of food used than households with moderate levels of nutrient

availability, and they in turn had a higher average money value of food

used than households with low nutrient availability. In addition, FSP

participants had lower cash income than nonparticipants, yet with their FSP

benefits they had comparable levels of income, on average, and had average

money values of food used that were slightly higher than nonparticipants

with the same level of nutrient availability. Despite very small

differences in income per person {including FSP benefits) and the money

value of food used per person between FSP participants and other low-income

households, FSP participants were much less likely than other low-income

households to have a male head present, a male head that completed high

school, and a male or female head that was employed.
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II. HOUSEHOLD FOOD CHOICES: QUANTITY VERSUS QUALITY

The first goal of the analysis is to determinewhether those low-

income households who use foods meeting the RDA do so because they use

larger quantities of food or because they choose more nutritious foods than

households that do not use foods that meet the RDA. The analysis presented

in this chapter examines average quantities of food used per person in each

of the 31 food groups defined in the TFP, average money values and prices

of food used, and the share of home food dollars (expenditure shares)

allocated to the 31 food groups, as well as the average nutrient densities

in the foods used by low-income households. As discussed in Chapter I,

households are divided into three levels of nutrient availability: (1)

households with food use meeting 100 percent of the RDA for all 11

nutrients (high nutrient availability), (2) households with food use

meeting 80 to gg percent of the RDA for all 11 nutrients (moderate nutrient

availability), and (3) households with food use not meeting 80 percent of

the RDA for all 11 nutrients (low nutrient availability).

Average quantities of food used per person, average money values of

food used per person, and average prices per pound for each of the 31 food

groups are presented in Table 5 for households with high, moderate, and low

levels of nutrient availability. In general, Table 5 shows that households

with high nutrient availability used larger average quantities of food per

personthan householdswith moderate nutrientavailability,and households

with moderate nutrient availability used larger average quantities per

personthan householdswith low nutrientavailability. Specifically,

households with hi§h nutrient availability used a significantly larger
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TABI.E 5

]IOUSEIIOLD FOOD USE BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT

AVAIl. ABILITY, IJ.S. LOW-INC{)NE IIOIISEIIOI.nS, 1919-80

Household Food Use Meeting IOOZ of the Ilou_,.hold Food Use Heetlng 80-99Z of Household Food Use Not Meeting 80_ of
RDA for A11 il Nutrients (N-It025) tile RDA For All il Nutrients (N-582) the RDA For All I1 Nutrients (N-1:318)
_uanttty Money Value Quantity Money Value _:antlty Money Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price

(lbs,/week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./reek) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Vesetables I Fruits

Potatoes 2,37* .36 .16 1.87 .31.6 .18 1.51+ .23+ .18

Nlsh-notrtent vegetables 3,7&* 1.5;* .47 2.48'* I.O2 _* .45 1.62+ .71+ .50

Other vegetables 3.18 · 1.37' .44 2.18'* ,98'* .46 1.65+ .73+ .46

Mixtures, mostly vegetabtes; .73' ._ .69 .68 .25 .57 .36+ .17+ .61
CondIments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 2.82* I.O5 .43 2.11 .83'* .45 1.67+ .56+ .42

Other fruit 3.10* 1.36' .66 1.89 .85 .58** 1.38+ .56+ .43
Ix)
t_ Grain Products

Whole=graln/hlfh- .28 .29 1.13 .24** .25** 1.10 .13+ .14+ 1.O3
fiber breakfast
cereals

Other breakfast cereals .36' .51' 1.65 .19 .29 1.84 .15+ .20+ i.55

ghole-graln/hlKh-flber .11 .06 !.O9' .08 .O5 2.33** .O7 .05 1.11
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 1.75 .70* .49 1.32 .50 .47 .97+ .39+ .55

Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .13 .15 1.33 .IO .12 1.25 .09 .11 1.28

Other bread .98 .86 .92 .84'* .78** .99 .68+ .61+ .92

Bakery products .46 ,95 2.40 .35** .RI** 2.68 .24+ .52+ 2.84

Grain mixtures .15 .37 3.53 .13'* .49** 4.60 .O6+ .19+ 3.97

Milk I Cheese s Cream

Milk, yogurt IO.18' 2.39* .24 6.83** 1.69'* .25 4.85+ 1.15+ .25

Cheese 2.38 .89 .69 1.79'* .70** .49 1.10+ .47+ .58

Cream_ mixtures, mostly .63 .45 l.O2 .45 .32 1.46 .33+ .24+ 1.8i+
milk



TABLE 5 (continued)

Household Food Use Heetlng IOOZ of the Ilousehola Fo_d Use Heetl_g uO-99_ o[ IlousehOld Food Use Not Meeting 8OZ of
RDA for All II Nutrients (N-110251 the RDA For All II Nutrients (N-5821 the RDA For All 11 Nutrients (N-Itll8)
Quantity Money Value -- Quantity Money Value QuanLity Honey Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(lbs,/week) ($/_eek) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) _ ($/_eek) (S/lb.)

Meat and Alternates

Nigher-cost red meats, 1.77 a 2.95 1.83 1.17 2.12 1.99 .93+ i.59+ 1.8G
variety

Lover-cost red meats, variety 2.27 a 3.17' 1.65 !.38 2.05 1.68 !.31+ 1.83+ !.50
meats

Poultry 2. lA 1.79 .90 1.71 1.60 .89 1.33+ I.O9+ .86

Fish, shellfish .68 1.01 1.73' .67 .89** 2.00 .36+ .53+ 1.88

Bacon, sausage, luncheon neats I.l&* 2.00* 1.53 1.02 1.68 1.59 .86+ 1.27+ 1.51

Eggs I.I] .65' .58 .98'* .56** .57 .73+ .61+ .57

Dry beans, peas, lentils .36 .27 .89 .25 .20 .96 .19+ .13+ .81

Mixtures, moslly neat, poultry, .27 .31 1.25 .29 .35 1.07'* .18 .26 1.39
fish, egg, legume

20** 31'*d_ Nuts, peanut butter .23 .]0 1.36* . . 1.82 .IO+ .16+ 1.46

Other Foods

Fate, oils 1.21' .96' .86 .95'* .75'* .81 .73+ .53+ .75+

Sugar, sweets 1.57 .91' .75 1.30'* .69 *a .62 *a .81+ .68+ .79

Soft drinks, punches, aden .65 .95 2.62* .38 .75 2.67 .43 .66 2.72

Seasonings .006 .O1 2.58 .002 .O! 3.384* .002 .003+ 1.38+

Coffee, tea .20 .99 6.70 .22'* .964* 5.91 .16+ .65+ 6.81

TOTAL &7.18' 30.054 -- 33.66** 22.76 *a =- 26.92+ 16.58+ --

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption In Low-Income llouseholds.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are unwet_hted. Per person ts per _qutvalent nutrition unit (21-meal-at-home-adult-male-equtvalent person).

*: Different from the mean value lor households with food use meeting 80-99 percent of the RDA for all I! nutrients at the .05 level o[ significance,
tva-tailed teat.

aa: Different from the mean value for households with food use not meeting 80 percent o[ the RDA for all II nutrients at the .05 level of significance,
too-tailed teat.

+: Different from the mean value for households with food use meeting 1OO percent of the RDA for ali II nutrients at the .05 level of significance,
two-tailed test.



total quantity of food than households with moderate nutrient avail-

ability. Individual food groups for which there are statistically

significant differences in quantities used between households with high and

moderate nutrientavailabilityincludeall fruits and vegetables,other

breakfast cereals, milk, red meats, bacon and sausage, and fats and oils.

In addition, households with moderate nutrient availability used a

significantlylargertotal quantityof food, on average,than households

with low nutrient availability. With respect to the specific food groups,

they used significantlymore vegetables,whole-graincereals,other bread,

bakery products, grain mixtures, milk, cheese, fish, eggs, nuts, fats and

oils, sugar and sweets,and coffee and tea. Finally,compared to

households with high nutrient availability, households with low nutrient

availability used a significantly smaller total quantity of food and

significantlysmallerquantitiesof all individualfood groups except whole

grain flour, whole-grain bread, meat mixtures, soft drinks, and seasonings_

which they also used in smaller quantities, but not significantly.

Differences in the average money value of food used per person

closelyparallelthe differencesin averagequantitiesof food used per

person, although fewer differences are statistically significant. House-

holds with high nutrient availability had a significantly higher money

value of food used per person than households with moderate nutrient
1

availability {$30.05 versus $22.76}. The specific food groups for which

they spent significantly more money include vegetables, other fruit, other

breakfastcereals,other flour, milk, lower-costred meats, bacon and

1
These total money values do not include money spent for alcoholic

beverages.
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sausage, eggs, fats and oils, and sugar and sweets. Households with

moderate nutrient availability in turn had a significantly higher money

value of'food used per person than households with low nutrient

availability($22.76versus $16.58). In particular,they spent

significantly more on potatoes, vegetables, vitamin-C-rich fruit, whole-

grain cereals, other bread, bakery products, grain mixtures, milk, cheese,

fish, eggs, nuts, fats and oils, sugar and sweets, and coffee and tea.

Finally, households with high nutrient availability spent significantly

more money than households with low nutrient availability on food use for

nearly all 31 food groups.

The magnitude of the findings presented in Table 5 show that as

nutrient availability decreases, the quantities and money values of

vegetables, vegetable mixtures, other fruit, other breakfast cereals,

milk/yogurt,cheese,cream, red meats, fish, and dry beans/peas/lentils

decrease the most dramatically. Households with moderate nutrient

availability used two-thirds to three-fourths as much of these food groups

as householdswith high nutrient availability,and householdswith low

nutrientavailabilityused approximatelyone-halfas much of these food

groupsas householdswith high nutrientavailability. Similarly,compared

to householdswith high nutrientavailability,householdswith moderate

nutrient availability spent two-thirds to three-fourths as much on these

food groups and households with low nutrient availability spent approxi-

mately one-half as much on these food groups.

In addition to average quantities of food used and average money

valuesof food used per person,Table 5 shows averageprices paid by low-

income households for each food group in order to determine whether the
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food shopping efficiency (as reflected in price differentials) of house-

holds differs for households of high, moderate, and low nutrient

availability. The results show that the average prices paid by households

with hi_h, moderate, and low nutrient availability tended to be very

similar, with very few significant differences in prices paid by these

households and no consistent pattern of differences between groups of low-

income households. The only major difference in price faced by low-income

householdswas for whole grain/high-fiberflour for which householdswith

moderate nutrient availability paid significantly more than households with

either high or low nutrient availability.

Table 6 presents data on the share of home food dollars allocated

to the 31 food groups of the TFP. These data show that red meats (both

high- and low-cost), poultry, bacon and sausage, and milk accounted for the

largest proportion of the total money value of food used at home of all

low-income households. Table 6 also shows that in general, the average

expenditure shares for households with high, moderate, and low nutrient

availability are quite similar, although households with moderate nutrient

availability spent proportionately less of their total home food budget

than households with high nutrient availability on other fruit and pro-

portionately more on grain mixtures. In addition, households with low

nutrient availability spent proportionately less of their total home food

dollars than households with moderate nutrient availability on grain

mixtures and proportionately more on lower-cost red meats. The largest

differences in expenditure shares appear when comparing the high and low

nutrientavailabilitygroups. Householdswith low nutrientavailabilityspent

a significantly lower proportion of their home food budget on high-
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TABLE 6

IIOUSEIIOLO EXPENDITURE SIIARES, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT
AVAILABILITY, U.S. LO_-INCONE IIOUSEIIULDS, i979-80

(percentage of home food dollar)

I,
Household Food Use Meeting IGOr Ilousehold of Food Use Meeting 80-99Z Household Food Use Not.Meeting 8Or
of the RDA For All I1 Nutrients of the RDA For All II Nutrients of the RDA For All Il Nutrients

Vegetables. Fruits

Potatoes 1.21 1.40 1._1

High-nutrient vegetables 5.25 4.34 4.19+

Other vegetoblel 4.&7 4.20 4.27

Mixtures, mostly vegetables; 1.41 1.15 .98
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 3.33 3.54 3.25

Other fruit 4.43* 3.26 3.19+
e

Grain Products

ed ghole-grafn/hlgh- I.O2 I 17 .79Co fiber breakfast
cereals

Other breakfast cereals 1.77 1.43 1.31+

Vhole-fratn/high-fiber .21 .21 .27
flour, meal, rice, pasts

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 2.40 2.20 2.46

Vhole-gratn/hfgh-ftber bread ,51 .46 .57

Other bread 2.95 3.57 3.80+

Bakery products 3.03 3.44 3.00

Crotn mixtures 1.21' 2.38** 1.14

Milk I Cheese_ Cream

Milk. yogurt 8.50 7.71 7.08+

Cheeie 3.05 2.92 2.61

Cream; mixtures, nosily 1.46 1.40 1.31
milk
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TABLE 6 (conttnued)

Ilousehold Food Use HeeLing I()O_ Ilousehold of Food Uje Heating BO-992 Household Food Use Not Neetl.g 80_
of the RDA For All II Nutrients of thc RDA For All Il Nutrients of the RDA For All 11 Nutrients

Heat and Alternates

Higher-coat red Beats. 8.79 8.07 9.27

variety _

Lover-cost red neats, 10.21 8.B7 ** !1.12 '
variety neatl

Poultry 5.99 5.58 6.54

Fish, sheilfi·h 3.14 3.70 3.06

Bacon, ·ausage, luncheon Beats 6,57 6.85 7.90+

Eggs 2.25 2.54 2.62+

Dry beans, peas, lentils .98 .92 .87

Mt·tufas, BOStly meat, poultry, 1.0_ 1.47 1.35
fish, egg, legume

Note, peanut butter 1.05 I,)i .84

Other Foods

Fats. otis 3.21 3.21 3.24

Sugar, sweets 3.04 3.13 2.77
_D

Soft drink·, punches, ·deg 3.10 3.24 3.60

Se·sonlngs .03 .02 .02

Coffee, tea 3.29 4.18 3.83

TOTAL 98.96 97.86 98.65

Sample Size 1,025 582 1,318

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Con·umptlon in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All Beans are weighted; ·ample size· are unwelghted.

Total does not include alcoholic beverages.

a: Different from the mean val.e for households with food u_e me,_tlng RO-99 percent of the RDA for ali II n.trlents at the .05 level of
significance, tva-tailed teat.

aa: Different from the mean value for households vtth food use not meeting 80 percent of the RDA for all Ii nutrients at the .05 level of
significance, Lye-tailed teat.

+: Different from the mean value for {muaehol_s _lth (ood n_e meeting lot) percent o! the RI)A for all II nutrients at the .05 level of
stgnlffc·nce, two-tailed test.



nutrient vegetables, other cereals, and milk {foods containing nutrients

more apt to be missing from household diets) and a significantly higher

proportion of their total home food budget on other bread, bacon and

sausage, and eggs than did households with high nutrient availability.

As additional information on the qualitative differences in the

food choices of low-income households, Table 7 provides data on the

availability of individual nutrients per 1,000 kilocalories of food energy

{nutrient densities}. These findings indicate that for the most part, only

the average nutrient densities of food used by households with high and low

nutrient availability are significantly different. Households with high

nutrient availability used foods with higher availability of vitamin A,

thiamin, riboflavin, calcium, vitamin B6, and iron per 1,000 kilocalories

of food energy compared to the foods used by households with low nutrient

availability. Households with moderate nutrient availability also used

foods with a lower density of vitamin B6 relative to households with high

nutrient availability, but there were no statistically significant

differences in nutrient densities between households with moderate and low

nutrientavailability. Thus, the data suggestthat food choices containing

lower average densities of several nutrients do contribute to the lower

overall nutrient availability of some low-income households.

As noted earlier, there are relatively few significant differences

between groups of low-income households in expenditure shares for specific

food groups; however, the differences observed, primarily differences

betweenhouseholdswith high and low nutrientavailability,are consistent

with and could have contributed to the differences found between these

subgroupsof householdsin the averagedensitiesof some nutrients. More
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TABLE 7

AVERAGENUTRIENT DENS[TIES FOR il NUTRIENTS, BY LEVEL
OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCOHE IIOUSEIIOLDS, 1979-80

-- Houmehold Food Ule Neetlng 100% Household Food Use fleeting 80-99Z Ilousehotd Food Use Not NeetSng 80_
of the RDA for AIl 11 Nutrients of the RDA for All 11 Nutrient. of the RDA for Ail I1 Nutrients *

(N- 1m025) (N- 582) (N- Im318)

Protein (J) 35.50 34.36 35.70

Vitamin A (IU) 3,374.16 2,895.92 2,868.04+

Vitamin C (mN) 51.81 48.54 47.86

Thiamin (mE) .72 .69 .69+

Rlbo{!svln (mN) .93 .89 .86+

Vitlmln B6 (mg) .80 _ .74 .75+

Vitamin BiZ (Pig) 2.12 2.11 2.06

Calcium (m8) 389.01 367.98 343.10+

_a Phoephorue (mN) 621.28 601.28 599.75

Nsgnemlum (mN) 140.22 140.40 134.19

Iron (mN) 7.56 7.12 7.O9+

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption In Lov-lncome Iloueeholds.

NOTES: Ail means are velghted; sample lites are un_etEhted.

a: Different from the mean value for households vtth food use meeting 80-99 percent of the ROA for ail II nutrients at the .05 level of significance.
two-tailed teat.

+! Different from the mean value for households with {ood use meeting !00 percent of the RDA for ail Ii nutrients at the .05 level of significance.
two-tailed test.



specifically, relative to households with high nutrient availability,

households with low nutrient availability spent a significantly smaller

proportion of their home food dollars on high-nutrient vegetables, an

important source of vitamin A; other fruits, possibly also a source of

vitamin A; other cereals, a source of thiamin and iron; and milk and

yogurt, important sources of calcium and riboflavin. On the other hand,

households with low nutrient availability also spent a significantly larger

proportion of their home food dollars on bacon, sausage, and luncheon

meats, an expensive food group limited in needed nutrients.

In summary, the results presented in Tables 5, 6, and 7 suggest

that the major factor differentiating households with different levels of

nutrient availability is the quantities (and money values) of food used.

For many of the 31 food groups examined, households that achieved 100

percent of the RDA used higher average quantities of food and had higher

average money values of food used than households with moderate levels of

nutrient availability, who in turn used higher average quantities of food

and had higher average money values of food used than households with low

levels of nutrient availability. In contrast, there are relatively few

significant differences in the average prices paid or in the average

expenditure shares of households, suggesting that in terms of the 31 food

groups the composition of the food choices of low-income households does

not differ as much as quantitiesof food used for householdswith high,

moderate, and low nutrient availability. For the most part, only

differences in expenditure shares between households with high and low

nutrient availability are significant, and for these households, only the

differences for about one-third of the food groups are significant.
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However, differences in the average densities of some nutrients in the

foods used by households with high and low nutrient availability appear to

contribute to the differences in overall nutrient availability between

these groups of households.
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III. FOOD CHOICES OF FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS AND
NONPARTICIPANTS

The descriptive data presented in Chapter I show that a largerm.

proportion of FSP participants than low-income nonparticipants use foods

that satisfy either 100 percent or 80 percent of the RDA. These data also

imply that proportionately more FSP participants than nonparticipants fall

into the high nutrient availability group. Specifically, while 42 percent

of FSP households have high nutrient availability, only 31 percent of other

low-income households fall into that category (see Table 1). In this

chapter we focus our analysis on the quantity and composition of the foods

used by FSP participants within groups of households with different levels

of nutrient availability and compare them to low-income nonparticipants in

order to gain more insight into differences in the food choices of low-

income households according to whether or not they receive FSP benefits.

Average quantities of food used per person, average money values of

food used per person, and average prices per pound are presented in Tables

B through 10 for FSP participants and other low-income households with

high, moderate, and low nutrient availability. In general, these results

show few significant differences in the average quantities of food used

between FSP participants and other low-income households. Two exceptions

to this are red meats and eggs; for households with high and moderate

nutrient availability (Tables B and g, respectively), FSP participants used

higher average quantities of these foods than low-income nonparticipants.

In addition, Table g shows that among households with moderate nutrient
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TABLE O'

HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE, BY FOOD STAHP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOHE
HOUSEIIOLDSHEETING I00 PERCENTOF _IE RDA FOR ALL il NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

Ali Households with Food Use

Meeting IO0% of the ROA for _

All II Nutrients iN- 1jO25) FSP Participants (N-615) FSP Nonpart, ictpants (N-410)
Quantity Money Value Quantity Nosey V.ilue _nantlty Honey Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Vemetables I Fruits

Potatoes 2.31 .36 .16 2.34 .35 .16 2.40 .37 .11

High-nutrient vegetables 3.74 1.57 .47 3.78 1.57 .45 3.71 1.58 .49

Other vegetables 3.18 1.37 .44 3.28 1.39 .43 3.O8 1.34 .44

#lxtures, emstly vegetables; .73 .44 .69 .74 ' .50 .78 .71 .38 .61
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 2.82 !.05 .43 3.33 !.30 a .&5 2.33 .81 .40

Other fruit 3.10 1.36 .46 2.83 1.21 .45 3.36 1.51 ._7

Cratn Products

Ln Uhole-gratn/high- .28 .29 1.13 .30 .31 1.14 .26 .27 l.tt
fiber breakfast
cereals

Other breakfast cereals .36 .51 1.65 .34 .51 1.75 .39 .51 1.55

Whole-grain/high-fiber .il .06 1.09 .13 .08 1.16 .ID .05 I.O1
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, seal, rice, pasta 1,75 .70 .49 1.95 .75 .45 1.56 .65 .53

Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .13 .15 1.33 .14 .17 !.47' .12 .14 1.21

Other bread .98 .86 .92 .95 .89 .95 i.00 .83 .90

Bakery products .46 .95 2.40 .50 1.O4 2.57 .42 .85 2.24

CraSs mixtures .15 .37 3.53 .14 .37 3.69 .16 .37 3.39

Milk s Cheese s Cream

Milk, yogurt IO. 18 2.39 .24 IO. 52 2.57 .25 9.84 2.23 .Zl

Cheese 2.38 .89 .49 2.31 .87 .53 2.44 .91 .46

Cream; mixtures, mostly .63 .65 1.02 .53 .42 &.20 .72 .48 .69
mtik



TABLE 8 (contimied)

Ail Households with Food Use
Meeting 1OO%of the RDA for
All II Nutrients IN- 11025) FSP Participants (N-615) FSP Nonparticipants (N-&lO)

Quantity Honey Value quantity Honey Value Quantity Honey Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Prtce
(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (tbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./wehk) {S/week) (S/lb.)

&

Neat end Alternates

HiBher-coet red neats, 1.77 2.95 !.83 2.19' 3.61' 1.78 1.37 2.31 1.88
variety

Lover-cost red meats, 2.27 3.17 I.A5 2.74* 3.73* I.AI 1.81 2.62 1.49
variety meats

Poultry 2.14 1.79 .90 2.26 1.81 .82 2.03 I 76 .97

Fish, shellfish .68 I.O! 1.73 .72 I.O6 1.74 .64 95 i.73

Bacon, sausage, luncheon nests 1.34 2.OO 1.53 1.43 ' 2.06 i.50 1.26 I 93 1.57

E8{I 1.13 .65 .58 1.26 a .73' .59 .99 S7 .S,

Dry beans, peas, lentils .36 .27 .89 .40 .30 .93 .32 23 .85

tu Ntxture,, mostly meat, poultry, .27 .31 1.25 .28 .25 1.06' .26 38 1.42
(_ fish, egg, legume

Nuts, peanut butter .23 .30 1.34 .21 .30 1.46 .26 .30 1.25

Other Foods

Fats, oils 1.21 .96 .86 1.29 i.02 .82 1.12 .91 .89

Sugar, sweets 1.57' .91 .75 1.66 .92 .80 1.49 .90 .69

Soft drinks, punches, adea .65 .95 2.62 .58 .99 2.98* .73 .92 2.28

Seasontnfe .004 .Ol 2.58 .005 .OI 2.18' .003 .O1 3.39

Coffee, tea .20 .99 6.70 .21 .96 6.29 .19 I.O3 7.09

TOTAL 47.18 30.O5 -- 49.38 32.05. -- 45.06 28.12 --

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All means ere weighted; sample sizes are unwelghted. Per person Is per equivalent nutrition unit (21~meal-at-home-adult=male-equtvalent).

*: Different from the mean value for FSP nonpartlcipanta at the .05 level of slgnl{lcance, two-tailed test.



TABLE 9

HOUSEHOLD FOOD USE s BY FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS MEETING 80 TO 99 PERCENT OF THE RDA FOR ALL II NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

All Households with Food Use ,

Meeting 80-99Z of the RDA for
All 11 Nutrients (N- 582) FSP Participants (N-321) FSP Nonparticipants (N-261)

Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Ferson Per Person Price
(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Ve[etablea t Fruitm

Potatoes 1.87 .31 .18 1.65 .28 .19 1.99 .33 .18

High-nutrient vegetables 2.48 I.O2 .45 2.24 .89 .43 2.62 I.O9 .47

Other vegetables 2.18 .98 .46 2.00 r .80 .40' 2.29 !.08 .69

Mixtures, mostSy vegetables; .&8 .25 .57 .42 .24 .66 .51 .26 .53
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 2.11 .83 .AS 2.06 .81 .45 2.14 .84 .45

Other fruit 1.89 .85 .58 2.00 .90 .48 i.82 .83 .64

Grain Products
Ld

..j
Whole-grain/high- .24 .25 1.10 .22 .23 1.12 .25 .26 1.08

fiber breakfast
cereals

Other breakfast cereals .19 .29 1.84 .19 .30 1.80 .19 .28 1.86

Whole-grain/high-fiber .08 .05 2.33 .10 .07 3.87* .07 .04 1.17
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rices pasta 1.32 .50 .47 1.56 - .58 .42 1.19 .45 .69

Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .IO .12 1.25 .O5 .O6 1.35 .12 .16 1.22

Other bread .84 .78 .99 .78 .67 .93 .88 .85 1.02

Bakery products .35 .81 2.68 .39 .81 2.24 .32 .82 2.91

Grain mixtures .I] .69 6.60 .IO .27 4.18 .16 .62 G.85

Milk I Cheesei.Cream

Milk, yogurt 6.8] 1.69 .25 7.31 1.83 .25 6.52 1.60 .25

Cheese 1.79 .70 .49 1.64 .65 .50 1.88 .71 ._8

Cream; mixtures, mostly .45 .32 1.46 .35 .29 1.99 .50 .14 1.18
milk



TABLE 9 (continued)

All Households with Food Use
Neeting 80-99Z of the RDA for

All !1 Nutrients (N- 582) FSP Participants (N-3213 FSP Nonparticipants (N'2613
Quantity Honey Value Quantity Honey Value QuantttR Honey Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person ,Per Person Price
(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Heat and Alternates

Higher-cost red melts, 1,17 2.12 !.99 1.46 2.21 1.64a 1.01 2.07 2.21
variety

Lower-cost red meats, !,38 2.05 1.48 1.74_ 2.43 1.42 1.18 i.84 1.51
variety meats

Poultry 1,21 I.&O .89 2.17 1.88 .83 1.33 1.13 .93

Fish, shellfish ,&? .89 2.00 .53 · .90 1.94 .43 .88 2.03

Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats I,O2 1.48 1.59 1.27 1.84' 1.49 .81 i.28 1.64

Ells ,98 .54 .51 1.02* .53 .57 .95 .57 .57

Dry beans,' peas, lentils .25 .20 .94 .30 .21 .73 .23 .19 1.05

Nix,utes, mostly meat, poultry, .29 .35 1.07 .22 ,24 !.01 .33 .41 I.!0
ta fish, egg, legume
CD

Nuts, peanut butter .20 .33 1.82 .20 .31 1.30 .19 .34 2.03

Other foods

Fats, oils .95 ' .75 .81 1.02 .80 .77 .91 .73 .83

Sugar, sweets 1.30 .69 .62 1.27 .67 .64 !.32 .69 .61

Soft drinks, punches, ades .38 .75 2.67 .36 .79 2.96 .39 .73 2.51

Seasonings .002 .002 3.38 .001 .002 3.70 .003 .008 3.30

Coffee, tea ,22 .96 5.91 .18 .92 6.86 .25 .98 5.42

TOTAL 33.64 22.76 -- 35.05 23.44 -- 32.84 22.37 --

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income llmJseholds.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are unvetghted. Per person ts per equivalent nutrition unit (21-meal-at-home-adult-male-equtvalent).

_: Different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level of significance, two-tailed teat.



TABLE lO

HOUSEHOLDFOOD USE, BY FOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
HOUSEIIOLDS NOT HEETING 80 PERCENT OF TIlE RDA FOR ALL II NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

All Household with Food Uge Not

Meeting 802 of the RDA [or All

Il Nutrients (N-1_318) FSP Participants (N-680) FSP Nonparticipant a (N=638)
Quantity Honey Value _,antity Money Val.e Quantity Money Value

Per Person Per Fergon Price Per Person Per Pergun Price Per Person _er Persun Price

(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (tbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Veletablea , Fruits

Potatoes i.51 .23 .18 1.65 .26 .18 !.43 .22 .17

High-nutrient vegetables !.62 .71 .50 1.55 .63 .&9 1.66 .76 .51

Other vegetables 1.65 .73 .46 1.51 .68 .46 !.73 .77 .46

Mixtures, mostly vegetables; .34 .17 .61 .3Z .18 .72 s .36 .17 .55
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 1.67 .56 .42 1.39 .50 .44 1.84 .60 .al

Other fruit 1.38 .56 .&3 1.41 .56 .43 1.36 .56 .44

Grain Products

Whole-grain/high- .13 .14 1.O3 .I] .12 I.O9 .14 .14 .99
bo fiber breakfast
_D cereals *

Other breakfast cereals .15 .20 1.55 .17 .25' 1.66 a .13 .17 1.46

IJhole-grain/hlgh-tiber .07 .O5 I.II .O? .O5 1.13 .O? .O5 1.O9
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flout, meal, rice, pasta .97 .39 .55 I.O4 .40 .49 .92 .38 .58

Whole-grain/high-giber bread .09 .Il 1.28 .08 .O9 1.42' .IS .il 1.21

Other bread .68 .61 .92 .64 .55 .90 .71 .64 .96

Bakery products .24 .52 .84 .25 .48 2.71 .24 .25 2.92

Grain mixtures .06 .19 3.97 .O7 .19 3.77 .06 .18 6.10

Milks Cheese a Cream

Milk, yogurt 4.85 !.15 .25 5.32 1.28 .26 4.57 1.O7 .25

Cheese 1.10 .47 .58 .90 .33' .54 1.21 .55 .61

Cream; mixtures, mostly .33 .24 1.83 .]O .21 2.]4' 35 .25 1.51
Bilk



TABLF lO(continued)

All Household with Food Use Not
Ne.ting 80% of the RDA for All
.. Ii Nutrientq (N'Ja318) FSP Participants (N-680) FSP Nosparttcipants (N-638)
Quantity Honey Value Quantity Honey Value Quantity Honey Value

Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Peres 9 Per Person Price
(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./wee_ .(S/week) (S/lb.)

Neat and Alternstem

Hilher-cost red meats, .93 1.59 1.86 .95 1.52 i.75' .93 t.64 i.92
variety

Lover-cost red meats, !.31 1.83 1.50 1.30 1.78 i.47 i.31 1.86 1.52
variety meatl

Poultry 1.33 I.O9 .86 1.46 1.15 .81 1.25 I.O5 .88

Fish, shellfish .34 .53 1.88 .39 .52 1.65' .31 .54 2.01

Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats .86 1.27 1.51 .95 1.37 1.48 .80 1.20 1.52

Eggs .73 .41 .57 .13 .&l .57 .73 .41 .57

Dry beane, peas, lentils .19 .13 .81 .25' .16 .;? .16 .11 .85

Mixtures, meetly meat, poultry, .tS .24 1.39 .13 .13 1.11* .22 .31 1.49
fish, egg, legume

Nuts, peanut butter .IO .14 1.44 .IO .13 1.48 .IO .15 1.41
O

Other Foods

Fats, oils .73 .53 .75 .73 .53 .75 .73 .Sq .76

Sugar, sweets .81 .48 .79 .82 .45 .59* .80 .50 .91

Soft drinks, punches, aden .&3 .66 2.72 .38 .68 2.65' .&6 .65 2.76

Seasonings .OOI .003 1.38 .001 .003 2.43 .001 .004 1.27

Coffee, tea .14 .65 6.8t .12 .60 7.00 .15 .68 6.71

TOTAL 24.92 16.58 -- 25.10 16.19 -- 24.62 16.82 --

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Con.umption tn Low-Income Ilouseholds.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are un.sighted. Per person is per equivalent nutrition unit (21-meal-st-home-adult-male-equivalent).

a: Different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .O5 level of significance, two-tailed test.



availability, FSP participants used significantly larger average amounts of

fish than nonparticipants. Finally, Table 10 indicates that FSP households

with low'nutrient availability used significantly larger average quantities

of dry beans/peas/lentilsthan nonparticipantswith low nutrient

availability.

Differences in average money values of food used per person largely

parallel the differences in average quantities of food used per person.

There are few significant differences between FSP participants and

nonparticipants in the average money values of food used per person. Among

households with high nutrient availability, FSP participants spent

significantly more money than nonparticipants on vitamin-C-rich fruit, red

meats, and eggs. Among households with moderate nutrient availability, FSP

participants spent significantly more than nonparticipants only on bacon

and sausage. Finally, among households with low nutrient availability, FSP

participants spent significantly more money than nonparticipants on other

breakfast cereals but significantly less money on cheese.

The average prices paid by FSP participants were generally similar

to the average prices paid by nonparticipants for food in the 31 food

groups, and no consistent pattern of price differences between FSP

participants and nonparticipants is observed. More specifically, FSP

participants with high levels of nutrient availability paid significantly

higher average prices for whole-grain bread and soft drinks and

significantlylower averagepricesfor meat mixturesand seasoningsthan

low-income nonparticipants. Among households with moderate nutrient

availability, FSP participants paid significantly higher average prices for

whole grains but paid significantly lower average prices for other
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vegetables and higher-cost red meats relative to other low-income

households.

More significant differences in the average prices paid by FSP

particfPants and low-income nonparticipants are observed for households

with low nutrient availability, although no consistent pattern of price

differences is observed. Specifically, FSP participants with low nutrient

availability paid significantly higher average prices for vegetable

mixtures,other breakfastcereals,whole-grainbread, and cream, but

significantly lower average prices for higher-cost red meats, fish, meat

mixtures, sugar and sweets, and soft drinks compared to other low-income

nonparticipants.

Table 11 presents data on the share of home food dollars allocated

to the 31 food groups for households with different levels of nutrient

availability and FSP participation status. Overall, the differences in

expenditure shares between FSP participants and other low-income households

are quite small. The only exceptions are that among households with high

nutrient availability, FSP participants spent proportionately more of their

total home food budget than nonparticipants on vitamin-C-rich fruit and

higher-cost red meats. FSP participants with moderate nutrient

availabilityspent proportionatelymore of their home food budget than

nonparticipants on bacon and sausage and proportionately less on other

vegetables. Finally, among households with low nutrient availability, FSP

participants spent proportionately more of their home food expenditures

than nonparticipants on potatoes but proportionately less on cheese and

meat mixtures.

42



TABLE Il

HOUSEHOLDEXPENDITURE SHARES, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY
AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS, U.S. LOW-INCONE IIOUSEIIOLOS, 1979-80

(perce,tage of home food dollar)
f

Ilousehold Food Use Nesting I00_ Ilousehold Food Use Heetlng 80-99Z Household Food Use Not greeting 80_
of the RDA for AIl 11 Nutrients of the RDA For AIl I1 Nutrients of the RDA For All Ii N,trtents

FSP FSP FSP FSP FSP aSP

AIl Participants Nonparticipants . AIl Participants Nonparticipants All Participants Nonfartlclpantg

Veaetables _ Fruits

Potatoes 1.21 1.08 !.13 1.40 1.25 1.48 1.41 1.61' 1.29

High-nutrient vegetables 5.25 4.84 5.64 4.34 3.79 4.65 4.19 3.86 4.39

Other vegetables 4.&7 4.30 4.64 4.20 3.36* 4.68 4.27 4.12 a.36

Nlltares, most%y vesetsblem; 1.41 1,43 1.40 1.15 1.15 1.15 .98 1.01 .96
condiments

Vttoutn C-rich fruit 3.33 3.94' 2.75 3.54 3.29 3.68 3.25 2.98 3.42

Other fruit 4.43 3.64 5.19 3.24 3.58 3.05 3.19 3.31 1.12

Crotn Products
d_

t_ Mhole-groin/high- 1.02 .99 1.06 1.17 1.04 1.25 .79 .73 .83
fiber breakfast
cereals

Other breakfast cereals 1.71 1.69 !.84 !.43 i.52 1.38 1.31 1.58 1.15

thole-grain/high-fiber .21 .25 .18 .21 .28 .18 .27 .26 .27
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, seal, rice, 2.40 2.44 2.37 2.20 2.39 2.10 2.46 2.53 2.41
pasta

Whole-grain/high-fiber .51 .54 .48 .46 .26 .57 .57 .54 .60
bread

Other bread 2.95 2.86 3.06 3.57 3.07 3.86 3.80 3.45 6.01

Bakery products 3.O3 3.17 2.89 3.44 3.65 3.43 3.OO 2./6 3.16

Crotn mixtures 1.21 1.16 1.25 2.38 1.18 3.06 1.16 1.29 I.O5

Ntlk, Cheese. Cream

MILk, yogurt 8.50 8.61 8.3B 7.71 8.18 7.46 7.08 7.95 6.55

Cheese 3.O5 2.80 3.28 2.92 2.73 3.01 2.61 1.98 · 2.99

Cream; mixtures, mostly 1.46 1.26 1.66 1.40 1.17 !.53 !.31 !.26 1.34
milk



TABLE l! (continued)

Household Food Use Meeting 100_ Household Food Use Neeting 80-99Z Household Food Use Not Neeting 802
of the RDA for All II Nutrients of the RDA For All !1 Nutrients of the RDA For AL1 Il Nutrients

FSP FSP FSP FSP FSP FSP

All Participants Nonparticipants All Participants Nonparticipants All Participants Nonparticipants

Heat and Alternates

Hilher-cost red Beats, 8.79 IO.25 a 7.37 8.07 8.85 7.63 9.27 9.16 9.34
variety

Lover-coat ted Beats, 10.27 11.39 9.20 8.87 10.18 8.12 i1.12 IO.82 11.30
variety meats

Poultry 5.99 5.59 6.37 5.58 6.91 4.81 6.54 7.04 6.23

Fish, shellfish 3.14 3.13 3.14 3.70 3.07 4.06 3.04 3.18 2.96

Bacon, eausole, luncheon 6.57 6.54 6.60 6.85 8.41 n 5.96 7.90 8.66 7.43
meats

£88a 2.25 2.42 2.09 2.54 2.61 2.50 2.62 2.62 2.63

Dry beans, peas, lentils .98 I.O! .96 .92 .90 .94 .87 1.05 .76

Mixtures, mostly Beat, I.O& .71 1.36 1.47 .97 !.76 i.15 .69' 1.76
poultry, fish, egg,
legumed_

db Nuts, peanut butter I.O5 I.OO 1.10 1.31 1.22 1.36 .84 .76 .90

Other Foods

Fate. otis 3.21 3.21 3.20 3.21 3.30 3.16 3.24 3.15 3.29

Sugar, sweets 3.04 2.87 3.21 3.13 3.02 3.19 2.77 2.69 2.82

Soft drinks, punches, ides 3.10 2.98 3.71 3.24 3.40 3.15 3.60 3.94 3.39

Seasonings .03 .05 .02 .O3 .O1 .O4 .O2 .O1 .O2

Coffee. tea 3.29 3.09 3.49 4.18 3.60 4.50 3.83 3.57 3.98
a

TOTAL 98.96 99.34 98.60 97.86 98.12 97.71 98.65 98.56 98.69

Household Sample Size 1,O25 615 410 582 321 261 1,318 680 638

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Lov-lncome Households.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample mizen are unvetghted.
a

Total does not include alcoholic beverages.

a: Different from the Bean value for FSP nonparticipants st the .O5 level of significance, two-tailed test.



An examination of the quality of the diets of FSP participants and

other low-income nonparticipants in terms of average nutrient densities,

shown in Table 12, reveals that there are no significant differences with

respect to average nutrient densities between FSP participants and

nonparticipants in any of the three groups of households. These findings

suggest that, according to the average nutrient density measures, the

qualityof the food choicesof FSP participantsand nonparticipantsis

remarkably similar.

In summary, the comparisons of the quantities of food used, money

values of food used, average expenditure shares, and average nutrient

densities between FSP participants and nonparticipants suggest that the

food choices of FSP households and low-income nonparticipating households

were generallysimilar. The major exceptionsare red meat and eggs; FSP

households with high and moderate levels of nutrient availability used

significantly larger quantities of these foods than did other low-income

households.
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TABLE 12

AVERAGE NUTRIENT DENSITIES BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY
AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS, U.S. LOW-INCOHE IIOUSEIIOLDS, 1979-60

Household Food Uae Meeting lOOt Ilousehold Food Use Heettng 80-991 Household Food Use Not. Heetlng 80_
o! the RDA for AIl II Nutrients of the RDA for AIl I1 Nutrients of the RDA for All Ii Nutrients

FSP FSP FSP FSP FSP FSP
All Participants Nonparticipants All Participants Nonparticipants Ali Participants Nonparticipants

Protein (I) 35.50 35.33 35.67 34.36 35.31 33.82 35.70 36.11 35.45

Vitamin A (IU) 3,374.16 3,453.87 3,297.10 2,895.92 3,007.11 2,832.58 2,868.04 2,806.80 2,905.35

Vitamin C (mE) 51.81 52.23 51.40 46.54 46.45 49.73 47.86 45.50 49.30

Thiamin (mE) .72 .73 .72 .69 .70 .68 .69 .70 .69

Riboflavin (mE) .93 .93 .94 .89 .89 ._8 .86 .87 .85

Vitamin B6 (mE) .80 .79 .81 .74 .74 .74 .75 .76 .74

Vitamin Bi2 (UE) _ 2.12 2.26 i.97 2.11 2.24 2.04 2.06 2.19 1.98

Calcium (mB) 389.01 374.54 403.00 367.96 350.22 378.10 343.10 347.02 340.71

O_ Phosphorus (mB) 621.28 613.42 628.87 601.28 597.14 603.65 599.75 605.90 596.00

Hesneslum (ag) 140.22 135.98 144.33 140.40 132.28 145.02 134.19 133.53 134.60

Iron (mi) 7.56 7.62 7.50 7.12 7.16 7.1U 7.09 7.14 7.06

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Low-Income Households.

NOTES: AIl means are weighted. No statistically significant differences between FSP partlctpante and eligible nonparticipants were found.



IV. FOOD USED BY LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS COMPARED TO THE THRIFTY
FOOD PLAN

The objective of this chapter is to determine how closely the food
w. w

choices of low-income households resemble the TFP. The TFP is a low-cost

food plan developed by the Human Nutrition Information Service (HNIS) of

USDA. It consists of suggested quantities of different food groups that

provide nutritious meals and conform, as much as possible, to the average

consumption patterns of low-income households. The TFP includes foods that

are generally low-cost sources of nutrients.

The TFP is revised periodically to incorporate new information on

nutritional requirements, nutritive values of food, food consumption

patterns, and food prices. The TFP was last revised in 1983 to take into

account the following: (1) the usual food consumption patterns observed in

the 1977-78 NFCS-LI, (2) the 1980 National Research Council-Recommended

RDA, and (3} updated informationon the nutritionalvalue of foods. The

current TFP (the 1983 TFP adjusted for changes in food prices}, includes

suggested quantities for 31 different food groups for individuals of

different ages and sexes.

The TFP for a specific family of four -- a man and woman 20 to 54

years old and two children, 6 to 8 and 9 to 11 years old--is used to set

FSP allotments. Food stamp benefits are provided to increase the food

purchasing power of participants approximately up to the TFP level for that

household'ssize, based on the cost of providingthe TFP to the standard

family of four.

Although the TFP is a low-cost,nutritiousdiet and FSP benefits

are distributedso that most participatinghouseholdsare able to afford

47



the TFP, householdfood choicesmay differ from those specifiedby the

TFP. The analysis presented in this chapter investigates how the food

choicesof low-incomehouseholdscompareto the TFP.

A. FOOD USED BY HOUSEHOLDSWITH HIGH, MODERATE,AND LOW NUTRIENT
AVAILABILITY COMPARED TO THE TFP

In order to investigatethe extent to which the foods used by

households with high, moderate, and low nutrient availability resemble the

TFP-recommendeddiet, we use two measures of food use relative to the TFP

for these households. The first measure is the median ratio of the

quantity of food used to the TFP-recommended quantity for each food

group. This measure provides a rough assessmentof the extent to which

quantitiesof food used exceed or fall short of the TFP quantities. The

median rather than the mean was chosen for this purpose because it is not

sensitiveto outliers in the distributionof householdswith respectto the
1

ratio of the quantityused to the TFP quantity. The secondmeasure is the

percentageof householdsusing at least the TFP quantityof each food

group.

Data on the food choices of low-incomehouseholdsrelativeto the

TFP are presentedtn Table 13 and suggestthat all low-incomehouseholdswere

more likelyto use the recommendedquantitiesof some foods than others. The

1
The statisticalpropertiesof the sample median are considerably

more complexthan those of the samplemean and, consequently,statistical
tests of significanceinvolvingthe samplemedian are both less common and
more complex (particularlywith weighteddata) than statisticaltests
involvingthe samplemean. Becauseof this and becausethe primary
objectiveof this chapter ts to examinethe food choicesof low-income
householdsrelative to the TFP, rather than to comparequantitiesof food
used for differentsubgroupsof households,statisticaltests of
significancewere not conductedfor the analysessummarizedin this
chapter.
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TABLE X3

MEDIAN RATIOS OF POUNDS USED TO TIlE TFP RECOMMENDEDQUANTITY AND

PERCENTACES OF IIOUSEIIOLDS USINC AT LEAST TIlE TFP RECOHNENDED

qUANTITY, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAIl.ABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCOME
IIOUSEIIOLDSe 1979-80

Household Food Use Meeting IOOZ si the Uouaehold Food Use Meeting 80-997 of the Ilousehold Food Use Not Meeting BOZ _Jt
RDA for Ail I! NLitrtents (N-11025) RDA For Ali II Nutrte_ltn (N-582) the RDA For SlX il Ntltrlents (N-la31H)

Median Ratio of Percent of Median Ratio of Percent of Median Ratio of Percent of
Pounds Used Relative Households Using Pounds Used Relative Households Using Pounds Used Relative tdousehotd Usl_

To TFP _uanttty 1TP quanttt_ To TFP _uo,ttty TFP _uanttty To TFP quantity TFP C_uautlt_

Vesetabiea t Fruits

Potatoes 1.23 65.5 .96 54.3 .69 39.5

High-nutrient vegetables 1.64 65.a 1.03 49.6 .65 25.6

Other vegetables 1.15 62.2 .84 ' 39.6 .59 25.0

Mixtures, ooatly ye[stables; 2.87 62.8 1.66 59.5 O 63.5
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 1.18 50.6 .76 66.6 .32 32._

Other fruit · 1.36 66.3 .81 42.O .63 30.6

Grain Products

Uhole-graln/high- .29 38.7 0 37.5 0 20.1
fiber breakfast

_o cereals

Other breakfast cereals .86 68.8 .47 27.6 .16 20.5

Whole-grain/high-fiber 0 12.& 0 8.2 O IO.0
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rice, pasts .86 28.9 .71 19.3 .66 12.9

Whole-grain/high-fiber bread 0 15.5 O 11.7 0 11.6

Other bread .85 40.3 .69 26.& .54 22.6

Bakery products i.21 55.9 .78 45.5 .53 29.9

Grain mixtures 0 22.3 O 16.2 O 8.6

Milk m Cheese m Cream

Milk, yogurt 1.16 66.2 .76 35.6 .51 20.6

Cheese 7.06 78.9 4.14 74.5 .67 56.7

Cream; mixtures, mostly .23 a6.9 0 39.6 0 26.8
milk



TABLE ]3 (continued)

Ilousehoid FoodU,e Heeling IUU_ of the - Household Food Uae Neet[ng'80-99Z of t_e HouseKold Food Use Not Reeling BU_ ul

ReA for All Il Nutrients (N-It025) RDA For All !1 Nutrients (N-582) the RDA For All II N_trtent8 (N-lt3_)- Nedisn Re'is el Perce6t of Medtefi Ratio of _ercent of Median Ratio o[ Pe_ce.t - '
Pounds Used Relative Households Using Pounds Used Relative Ilou0eholds Using Pounds Used Relative Iloosehold Ust,

To 1TP (_uanttty TFP _uanttt_ To TFP _uanttt_ T_? _uantity . To TFP _uantlt_ TFP _uantl[_

Meatend&Ltecnateo

Higher cost red mots, 2.96 70.3 1.91 52.4 1.16 54.8
variety

Lover-coot leto, virtety I.O& 50.3 .76 31.9 .52 26.1
meats

Poultry 2.O2 75.8 1.58 60.7 1.23 55.4

Fish, shellftmh 5.25 60.3 2.13 61.O O 48.3

lacon, sausage, luncheon meets 2.76 75.6 2.14 66.5 1.60 64.6

Eggs 1.92 83.2 1.66 : 69.5 1.15 48.5

Dry beans, peas, lentils .59 27.6 .41 16.1 .16 12.9

Nlxturea, mostly meat, poultry, O 26.1 O 28.8 0 20.5
fish, eggl legume

Nuts, peanut butter .24 38.3 0 29.3 O 14.4

Other Foods
Ln
O

Fate, oils 2.47 76.3 1.82 70.6 1.23 59.9

Sugar, sveets 2.&9 77.4 1.92 72.0 1.14 46.O

Soft drinks, punches, ides .)3 26.1 .25 - I1.1 .17 12.5

Seasonings ..................

Coffee. tea ...................

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Lev-Income Households.

NOTES: All percentages and medians ore weighted; sample sizes are un.sighted, i
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food groups for which all low-income households were least likely to use the

TFP quantities were the grain products.

_ouseholds with high nutrient availability were most likely to use

at lea_t the TFP quantities (based on the percentageusing the TFP-

recommended quantity) of vegetables and fruits, bakery products, milk,

cheese, red meats, poultry, fish, bacon and sausage, eggs, fats and oils,

and sugar and sweets; and they were least likely to use at least the TFP

quantitiesof whole grain cereals,whole-grain/high-fibreflour, whole-

grain bread, grain mixtures,dry beans/peas/lentils,meat mixtures,nuts,

and soft drinks. In general, the food groups for which the highest

percentage of households used at least the TFP quantity are the same food

groups for which the median household exceeded the TFP quantity by the

greatest amount. It is worth noting that more than half of households with

high nutrient availability used more than twice the TFP quantity of

vegetable mixtures, cheese, high-cost red meat, poultry, fish, bacon and

sausage, fats and oils, and sugar and sweets; and more than half used no

whole grain/high-fibreflour, whole-grainbread, grain mixtures,or meat

mixtures.

Similarto householdswith high nutrientavailability,households

with moderate nutrient availability were most likely to use at least the

TFP quantity of vegetables and fruits, bakery products, cheese, higher-cost

red meats, poultry, fish, bacon and sausage, eggs, fats and oils, and sugar

and sweets; and they were also least likely to use at least the TFP

quantityof most grain products,dry beans/peas/lentils,meat mixtures,

nuts, and soft drinks. More than half of households with moderate nutrient

availability used more than twice the TFP quantity of cheese, fish, and
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bacon and sausage, while more than 50 percent of these households used no

whole-grain products, grain mixtures, cream, meat mixtures, or nuts.

_inally, householdswith low nutrientavailabilitywere least

likely _o use the TFP quantity of any food group, and the median household w

exceeded the TFP quantity of only a few food groups. The highest

proportions of households with low nutrient availability used at least the

TFP quantities of cheese, high-cost red meats, poultry, bacon and sausage,

and fats and oils. The median household with low nutrient availability

used no vegetable mixtures, whole-grain products, grain mixtures, cream,

fish, meat mixtures, or nuts.

The findings presented in Table 13 also reinforce the findings of

Chapter II that households with higher levels of nutrient availability used

larger quantities of food per person than other households. For nearly all

of the 31 food groups, the median ratio of quantity used relative to the

TFP-recommended quantity and the percentage of households using at least

the TFP quantity are highest for households with high nutrient availability

and lowest for households with low nutrient availability. Moreover, as

nutrient availability decreases, the number of food groups for which at

least half of all households used at least the TFP quantity decreases.

Specifically, at least half of all households with high nutrient

availability used at least the TFP quantity of 17 food groups and at least

two times the TFP quantity of 8 food groups. For moderate nutrient

availability households, at least half used at least the TFP quantity of

only 10 food groups and at least two times the TFP quantity of only 3 food

groups. Finally, at least half of all households with low nutrient

availability used at least the TFP quantity of only 6 food groups, and for
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no food groups did at least half of all households use at least two times

the TFP quantity.

_n summary, the comparisons of the foods used by low-income

households to the TFP suggest that all low-income households were likely to _

use the recommended quantities of some foods more than others and that

compositionally, household food use differed from the TFP. Low-income

households used relatively more vegetables, fruits, cheese, higher-cost red

meats, poultry, bacon and sausage, and fats and oils and relatively less

whole-grain products, dry beans/peas/lentils, and soft drinks compared to

the TFP. In addition, households with high nutrient availability were more

likely than households with moderate or low nutrient availability to use

the TFP quantities of each food group, providing further support for the

earlier finding that low-income households with high nutrient availability

used the largest average quantities of food in every food group. Moreover,

the analysis in this section also suggests that the foods used by

households with different levels of nutrient availability differed from the

TFP in similar ways, which is consistent with our earlier analysis showing

that the composition of the food choices of households with high, moderate,

and low nutrient availability was quite similar.

B. FOOD USED BY FSP PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS COMPARED TO THE TFP

Table 14 presents the percentages of households using at least the

TFP quantity of each food group for FSP participants and nonparticipants

within each level of nutrient availability, and Table 15 presents the

median ratios of quantity of food used relative to the TFP quantity for the

same groups of households. Some differences are observed between FSP

participants and nonparticipant households in the degree to which their

food use resembles the TFP.
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TABLE 14

PERC£NfAGES OF HOUSEHOLDS USING AT LEAST TIlE TFP QUANTITY,
BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS,

O,S. LOW-INCOHE HOUSEHOLDS. 1970-80

Household Food Use Neetln 8 IOOX Household Food Use Neettng 80-99X Ilousehold Food Use Not Nearing 80Z
of the BOA for All 11 Nutrients of the BOA For All 11 Nutrients of _,he RDA For All II Nutrients

FOP Participants FSP Nonp.art tclpnnte FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants FS? Partlcl_ant_ FOP Nonpartlc!pa_[s ....

Veletables t Fruits

Potatoes 63.5 61.4 52.5 55.4 42.4 37.8

Nigh-nutrient vegetables 67.9 63.0 42.0 53.9 26.6 2&.7

Other vegetables 66.8 57.1 30.6 44.8 25.1 24.9

NJxtures, lastly vefetsbles; 61.6 64,0 53.2 63.1 42.8 44.0
condlaentn

Vitamin C-rich fruit 59.2 42.2 42.7 48.5 26.0 36.3

Other fruit 60.7 67.8 45.9 39.8 31.1 30.3

Grain ProdUcts

_hole-fralo/hllh- 37.1 40.2 32.9 40.2 19.0 20.8
LB fiber breakfast
d_ cereals

, Other breakfast cereals 47.2 50.4 24.5 29.3 22.5 19.3

Whole-frets/high=fiber 13.5' 11.4 9.1 7.8 7.8 !1.4
flour, Mai, rice, paste

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 33.4 2&.5 30.3 13.0 11.9 13.5

Wholelrafn/hish=flber bread 14.5 16.4 5.7 15.0 10.8 11.7

Other bread 40.6 60.1 26.9 26.2 20.8 23.3

Bakery products 60.3 51.7 58.7 38.0 30.8 29.3

Grain mixtures 19.3 25.1 15.3 16.7 10.1 7.7

Nllk t Cheese t Cream

Nllk, yogurt 63.5 65.0 36.6 35.0 20.1 20.9

Cheese 73.9 83.9 71.5 76.2 50.5 57.2

Cream; miatures, mostly 39.4 50.3 36.0 41.6 24.0 28.4
Bilk
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TAmLE X4 (continued)

Household Food Use Neetlng IOOZ Ilousehoid Food Use Heeling 80-99_ Household Food Use Not Heeling 8OZ
of the RDA for All II Nutrients o{ the RDA For Att It Nutrients of the RDA For At! II Nutrients

FSP PlrttclEant! FSP Nonparticipants FSP Participants FSP NonEa[t!cl. pants FSP Participants FSP Nonpa[ttctpants

Nee: and Alternates _.

Hlsher-_oet red seats, 77.3 63.4 62.8 46.4 53.5 55.3
variety ·

Lower-cost red seats, 58.2 42.7 36.3 29.4 27.2 25.5
variety ,eats

Poultry 74.1 77.6 73.2 53.6 60.5 52.3

Fish, shellfish 53.9 66.5 52.0 66.1 44.4 50.7

Bacon, sausage, luncheon seats 81.1 70.4 77.9 56.8 71.6 60.4

Eggs 84.3 82.0 69.6 69.4 51.2 46.8

Dry beans, peas, lentils 31.2 24.2 25.1 11.1 19.0 9.2

Mixtures,'mostly meat, poultry, 22.5 29.5 27.1 29.8 14.5 2G.l
fish, eSS. iegu,_

Nuts. peanut butter 35.1 41.3 25.7 31.4 11.4 16.2u1
L_

Other Foods

Fats. oils 81.0 71.8 77.5 66.7 61.2 59.0

Sugar, sweets 73.6 81.0 79.2 67.9 48.9 4q.2

Soft drinks, punches, ades 22.6 25.6 11.5 10.9 10.9 13.&

Seasoninls ...........

Coffee, tea ............

Household Sample Site 615 Al0 321 261 680 638

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Low-Income Ilouseholde.

NOTESz AIl percentages are weighted; sample sizes are not weighted.



TABLE 15

MEDIAN RATIOS OF TIlE QUANTITY OF FOOD USED TO THE TFP-
RECONMENDEDQUANTITY, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT AVAILARILITY

AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS, U.S. LOW-INCOHE HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

Household Food Use Meeting IOO_ IIougehold Food Uae Heettn 8 80-99_ Household Food Use Not Heeting 8aZ
of the RDA for All !1 Nutrients of the RDA For All II Nutrients of th_ RDA For All II Nutrients

FSP earttctEants FSP Nonparticipants FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants FSP Parttc{pants, FSP Nonparticipants

Veletablesj Fruttm

Potatoes !.22 !.25 .87 1.11 .64 .73

High-nutrient vegetables 1.69 1.53 1.08 ,93 .65 .65

Other vegetables 1.14 1.16 .82 .86 .60 ,58

Mixtures, mostly vegetables; 2.99 2.84 1.71 !.59 0 O
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 1.21 l.ll .77 .73 .36 ,30

Other fruit i.37 !.3A .76 .84 .40 ,47

Grain Products

Whole-grain/high- .27 .32 O 0 0 0
un fiber breakfastO_

cereals

Other breakfast cereals .88 .84 .51 .61 .31 0

Whole-grain/high-fiber O 0 O 0 O O
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta .95 .80 .69 .73 .47 .43

Whole-grain/high-fiber bread 0 0 0 0

Other bread .87 .84 .74 .64 .53 .55

Bakery products 1.25 1.15 .8; ,70 .49 .57

Grain mixtures .05 0 0 0 0 0

Milk t Chee?e I Cream

Milk. yogurt 1.19 !.15 .72 .79 .50 .53

Cheese 6.96 7.22 4.06 4.27 .18 .89

Cream; mixtures, mostly .23 .21 O .O! O 0
milk



TABLE lS (continued)

Ilousehold Food Use Meeting lOOZ Ilousehoid Food Use Meeting 80-99Z liousehoZd Food Uge Not He,ting 80Z
of the RDA for All !1 Nutrients of the RDA For All Il Nutrients of the RDA For All II Nutrients

FSP Participants FSP Non_a[tt_cl_anta . FSI_Participants FSP Nonp_rt_tclpants FSP Participants FSP NonlTarttctpants ....

Heat and Alternates

Higher-colt red meats, 2.98 2.82 2.24 1.58 1.6,3 1.27
variety

Lover-coat red seats, I. i0 .99 .85 .65 .58 .48

variety seats

Poultry 2.13 1.77 i.76 !.42 1.38 I.IO

Fish, shellfish 6.00 4.61 3.14 O O 0

Bacon, sausage, luncheon seats 2.85 2.61 2.54 1.79 !.69 1.50

Eggo i.93 1.91 1.46 1.46 1.13 1.18

Dry beans, peas, lentils .69 .45 .48 .27 .25 0

Nixtures, mostly meat, poultry. 0 0 0 0 0 0
fish, egg, legume

Nuts. peanut butter 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other Foods

Fats, oils 2.64 2.31 !.83 1.80 !.28 1.20

Sugsr , sveets 2.6_ 2.27 1.78 2.21 1.12 l.ll

Soft drinks_ punches, ides .35 .31 .22 .27 .18 .16

Seasonings ............

Coffee, tea ..........

Sample Size 615 _10 321 261 680 638

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Lov-lncome Households.

NOTES: All means are velghted; sample sizes are unwetghted.



Table 14 shows that among households with high nutrient

availability, FSP participants were considerably more likely than

nonparticipants to use at least the TFP quantity of vitamin-C-rich fruit,

higherband lower-costred meats, bacon and sausage,and fats and oils, but '

they were considerably less likely than nonparticipants to use at least the

TFP quantity of cheese, cream, and fish. In Table 15 the median ratio of

quantity of food used to the TFP quantity for FSP households with high

nutrient availability exceeds the median ratio for nonparticipating

households in most but not all food groups; in most cases, the differences

in the median ratios between FSP participants and nonparticipants are not

large.

Among households with moderate nutrient availability, FSP

participants were much more likely than nonparticipants to use at least the

TFP quantities of other flour, bakery products, higher-cost red meats,

poultry,bacon and sausage,dry beans/peas/lentils,fats and oils, and

sugar and sweets, while FSP nonparticipants were more likely than

participants to use at least the TFP quantities of vegetables, whole-grain

bread, and fish. The median ratio for FSP participantsis considerably

larger than the median ratio for nonparticipants for higher-cost red meats,

fish, bacon and sausage,and dry beans/peas/lentilsbut considerablyless

for sugar and sweets.

Finally, among households with low nutrient availability, the

proportions of FSP participants and nonparticipants using at least the TFP

quantities of each food group were more similar, although FSP participants

were more likely than nonparticipants to use at least the TFP quantity of

bacon and sausageand dry beans/peas/lentils,and nonparticipantswere more

likely than participants to use at least the TFP quantity of vitamin-C-rich
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fruit and meat mixtures. The median ratios of the quantity of food used to

the TFP quantity are also similar for both FSP participants and nonparticipant

households with low nutrient availability.

C. SUMMARY

The comparisons of the foods used by low-income households to the

TFP show that the composition of the food choices of low-income households

differs from the TFP; relative to the TFP, these households tended to use

proportionately fewer grain products {particularly whole-grain products},

meat alternates, and soft drinks but proportionately more vegetables and

fruits, bakery products, milk, cheese, red meat, poultry, bacon and

sausage,and fats and oils than recommendedin the TFP. In addition,the

analysisin this chaptersuggeststhat not only did householdswith high

nutrientavailabilityuse the largestaveragequantitiesof food in every

food group, as shown in Chapter II, but they were also more likely than

other low-incomehouseholdsto use at least the TFP quantityof food in

each food group. Most of the households with low nutrient availability, on

the other hand, did not use the TFP quantity of food in most food groups.

The comparisons of the foods used by FSP participants and nonparti-

cipants to the TFP within levels of nutrient availability show that there

are some differences between FSP participants and nonparticipants in the

degreeto which their food use resemblesthe TFP, especiallyfor households

with high or moderate nutrient availability. The most striking difference

between the foods used by FSP participants and nonparticipants in relation

to the TFP is in their use of higher-costred meats, bacon and sausage,

fats and oils, and fish; considerablylargerproportionsof FSP

participantsthan nonparticipantsused at least the TFP quantityof higher-

cost red meats, bacon and sausage,and fats and oils, while a smaller
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proportion of FSP participants than nonparticipants used at least the TFP

quantityof fish.
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V. PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLIES

The analysespresentedin Chapters II throughIV suggest that low-

income _ouseholds differ in the nutritional quality of their food supplies

primarilybecause of differences in the quantities of food used rather than

because of qualitative differences in their food choices. The objective of

this chapter is to examine household perceptions of the adequacy of their

food supplies. Specifically, descriptive data are presented to show how

low-income households responded to a question on the adequacy of their

household food supplies and to show how their answers varied with their

level of nutrient availability and with their FSP participation status.

The 1979-80 SFC-LI included the following question on the perceived

adequacyof householdfood supplies:

"Which one of the following statements best describes the
food eaten in your household:

1. Enough and the kinds of food we want to eat,

2. Enough but not always what we want to eat,

3. Sometimes not enough to eat, or

4. Often not enough to eat?"

For our analysis of the perceived quality of household food supplies, three

categories are examined: {1) enough and desirable {response 1); (2)

enough, not always desirable {response 2); and (3) sometimes not enough
1

{responses 3 and 4).

1
The third and fourth categories were combined because only 111

households, or 3.8 percent of the sample, described their food supplies as
often not enough to eat.
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Table 16 presents descriptive data on the perceived adequacy of

household food supplies. Most respondents considered their food supplies

to be adequate with respect to quantity, but not necessarily adequate with

respect_to the quality of the food used. In addition, approximately 15

percentof householdsin 1979-80felt that they sometimesor often did not

have enough food to eat.

In general, the perceived adequacy of household food supplies does

' not differ greatly for households with high, moderate, and low nutrient

availability. The percentage responding that their food supplies are

enough but not always desirable is approximately the same for the three

nutrient availability groups. Households with low nutrient availability

are somewhatless likelythan the other two groups to report their food

supplies as enough and desirable and are slightly more likely than the

other two groups to perceive their food supplies as sometimes not enough.

In contrast to only small differences in the perceptions of the

quality of household food supplies by levels of nutrient availability,

strong differences in the perceived adequacy of household diets are

observed for FSP participants and nonparticipants. For all households and

for households stratified by level of nutrient availability, FSP

participants are more likely than low-income nonparticipants to perceive

their food supplies as sometimes not enough. Furthermore, except for the

high nutrient availability group, FSP participants are generally less

likely than low-income nonparticipants to consider their food supplies as

enough and desirable.

These findings concerning the perceived adequacy of household food

supplies,particularlythe findingsthat perceptionsabout the qualityof
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food supplies do not differ greatly for households with varying levels of

nutrient availability, suggest that household perceptions of the quality of

food supplies are not necessarily related to the nutritional adequacy of

househdld food use. To investigate this further, Tables 17 and 18 present '

data on the average quantities used of the 31 food groups and on

expenditure shares for households with different perceptions of the quality

of their food supplies. Although the total quantity of food used is

significantly greater for households with enough and desired foods compared

to other households, most differences in the quantities of specific foods

used are small and not statistically significant. The only significant

differences are that households that describe their food supplies as enough

and desirable use significantly more whole grain/high-fibre flour and

higher-cost red meats than households with enough but not always desirable

food supplies. In addition, households that describe their food supplies

as enough and desirable use significantly more other vegetables, other

fruit, whole-grain bread, cheese, and fats and oils than households that

describe their food supplies as sometimes not enough.

Table 18 shows that the composition of the food choices of

households with different perceptions of the quality of their food supplies

is generally similar. The only significant differences in expenditure

shares for the 31 food groups show the following: households with enough

and desired foods spent a significantly larger proportion of their home

food budgets on higher-cost red meats and less on poultry than households

with enough but not always the desired foods; households with enough but

not always the desired foods spent proportionately more on other vegetables

and proportionately less on other flour/meal/rice/pasta relative to
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TABLE 17

AVERAGE QUANTITIES OF rOOD USED PER PERSON, BY DESCRIPTION
OF HOUSEHOLDFOOD SUPPLIES, U.S. LC_ INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

(pounds per week)

_nough and Enough, Hoc Always Sometimes
Desirable Desirable Not Enough

Ve;etables, Fruits-

Potatoes 1.97 1.91 1.70

High-nutrient vegetables 2.75 2.48 2,47

Other vegetables 2.64 2.24 1.88+

Mixtures, mostly vegetables; .62 .46 .46
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 2.09 2,19 2.30

Ocher fruit 2.&9 1.98 1.76+

Grain Products

Whole-grain/high- .21 .20 .22
fiber breakfast
cereals

Other breakfast cereals .24 .22 .27

Whole-grain/high-fiber .10 .08 .09
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 1.25 1.30 1.55

Whole-grain/high-fiber bread .15' .09 .08+

Other bread ,85 .8! .80

Bakery products .37 .32 .39

Grain mixtures .10 .12 .10

Milk, Cheese, Cream

Milk, yogurt 7.78 6.99 6.61

Cheese 2.05 1.61 1.31+

Cream; mixtures, mostly .&9 .47 .36
milk

Meat and Alternates

Higher-cost red meats, 1.61' 1.08 1.37
variety

Lower-cost red Macs, 1.64 1.64 1.82
variety meats

Poultry 1.57 1.73 1.87

Fish, ahellfish .a2 .51 .52

Bacon, sausage, luncheon meets 1.08 1.06 1.06

Eggs .97 .92 .86

Dry beans, peas, lentils .24 ,27 .31

Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry, .24 .25 .19
fish, egg, legume

Nuts, peanut butter .17 .18 .14
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Table 17 (continued)

Enough and Enough, 14or Always Sole time&
Desirable Desirable Not Enough

Other Foods

Fats, oils 1.00 .95 ,82+

Sugar, sweets 1.24 1.17 1.15

Soft drinks, punches, ades .56 .50 .37

Seasonings ; 0 0 0 ,

Coffee, tea .20 .17 .15

TOTAL 37.10' 33.91 33.00+

Household Sample Size 810 1,609 506

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All means are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

*: Different from the mean value for enough, not always desirable at the .05 level of
significance, two-tailed test.

**: Different from the mean value for sometimes not enough at the .05 level of significance, two-
tailed test.

7: Different from the mean value for enough and desirable at the .05 level of significance, two-
tailed test.

66



TABLE 18

HOUSEHOLDFOOD EXPENDITURE SHAPES FOE 31
FOOD GROUPS, BY DESCRIPTION OF HOUSEHOLDFOOD
SUPPLIES, U.S. LOW-INCO,_tEHOUSEHOLDS 1979-80

(percentage of home food dollar)

Enougn and Enough, Not Always Sometimes
' Desirable Desirable Not Enough

Vegetables,Fruits

Potatoes 1.22 1.41 1.30

High-nutrient vegetables 4.61 4.60 4.57

Other vegetables 4.70 4.34** 3.53+

Mixtures, mostly vegetables; 1.18 1.17 1.15
condiments

Vitamin C-rich fruit 3.07 3.42 3.62

Other fruit 4.07 3.52 3.25

Grain Products

Whole-grain/high- .88 .99 .97
fiber breakfast
cereals

Other breakfast cereals 1.47 1.45 1.75

Whole-grain/high-fiber .23 .23 .27
flour, meal, rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta 2.09 2.39** 2.99+

Whole-grain/high-fiber breed .71 .45 .43

Other bread 3.23 3.50 3.69

Bakery products 3.47 2.92 3,01

Grain mixtures 1.07 1.61 1.49

Milk. Cheese, Cream

Milk, yogurt 7.60 7.75 7.87

Cheese 3.22 2.78 2.21+

Cream; mixtures, mostly 1.50 1.39 1.11
milk

Heat and Alternates

Higher coat red meats, 10.58' 7.94 8.59
varie ty

Lover-cost meats, variety 9.41 10.65 11.11
Bleats

Poultry 5.18' 6.47 6.87+

Fish, shellfish 3.12 3.28 3.18

Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats 6.60 , 7.37 7.84

Eggs 2.26 2.59 2.48
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Table 18 (continued)

Enough and Enough, Not Always Sometimes
Desirable Desirable Not Enough

Dry beans, peas, lentils .72 .97 1.17+

Mixtures, mostly emac, poultry, 1.47 1.25 .92
fish, egg, legume -

e

Nuts, peanut butter 1.00 1.08 ,83

Other Foods

Fats, oils 3.19 3.33 2.90

Sugar, sweets 2.92 3.01 2.75

Soft drinks, punches, ades 3.46 3.29 3.31

Seasonings .04 .02 0

Coffee, tea 3.80 3.81 3.15
a

TOTAL 98.07 98.96 98.34

Kousehold Sample Size 810 1,609 506

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Mouseholds.

NOTES: All Beans are weighted; sample sizes are unwei8hted.
a

Total does not include alcoholic beverages.

*: Different from the mean value for enough, not always desirable at the .05 level of
significance, cwo-tailed test.

**: Different from the mean value for sometimes not enough st the .05 level of significance, two-
tailed test.

+: Difierent from the mean value for enough and desirable at the .05 level of significance, two-
tailed test.
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householdsthat sometimesdid not have enough to eat; and householdswith

sometimesnot enough spent a significantlylargerproportionof their home

food budget on other flour/meal/rice/pasta,poultry, and dry beans/peas/

lentilSand a significantly smaller proportion on other vegetables and

cheese relativeto householdswith enough and desiredfoods. In essence,

the resultsin Table 18 suggestthat the perceivedadequacyof household

food suppliesis relatedto the expenditureshares of only a few food

groups {most notably,other vegetables,other flour/meal/rice/pasta,and

poultry},rather than to systematicdifferencesin expenditureshares

acrossmost food groups.

To summarize briefly, the perceived adequacy of household food

suppliesappearsto be a subjectivemeasure and does not appear to be

relatedto the householdlevel of nutrientavailability. Householdsthat

vary by their level of nutrient availability do not differ significantly in

their perceptionsof the quantity and qualityof their food supplies.

Moreover,with the major exceptionsof other vegetables,other

flour/meal/rice/pasta,higher-costred meats, and poultry,the quantities

of food used and expenditureshares do not differ significantlyfor

householdswith differentperceptionsof the quantityand qualityof their

food supplies. In addition,despiteour earlierfindingthat FSP

participantsare more likelythan low-incomenonparticipantsto be in the

high nutrient availability group due to higher average quantities of food

used, FSP participantsare more likelythan low-incomenonparticipantsto

reportthat the quantityof their householdfood suppliesis sometimesor

often not enoughand are generallyless likelythan nonparticipantsto

perceivetheir food suppliesas adequatewith respectto both quantity and

desirability.
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VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The analysispresentedin this report is a detailed examinationof

the fodd choicesof low-incomehouseholdsusing the 1979-80SFC-LI. The

primary question addressed by our analysis is whether variations in the

nutritional adequacy of the foods used by low-income households exist

because some households simply use more food than others and hence, are

more likely to achieve the RDA, or because households differ with respect

to the composition of their food choices, with households with food use

meeting the RDA being more likely than other households to choose more

nutritious foods. Our analysis shows that the primary factor

differentiating households with different levels of nutrient availability

is the quantities (and money values) of food used. For almost all of the

31 food groups examined, households with food use that satisfied 100

percent of the RDA used higher average quantities of food and had higher

average money values of food used than households with food use that

satisfied only 80 to gg percent of the RDA, and they in turn used higher

average quantities of food and had higher average money values of food used

than households with food use that did not meet 80 percent of the RDA.

In contrast, the composition of the food choices of low-income

households in terms of the 31 food groups did not differ significantly with

respect to their level of nutrient availability; there were very few

significant differences in the share of home food dollars allocated to

different food groups for households with different levels of nutrient

availability. However, the availability of individual nutrients per 1,000

kilocdloriesof food energy (nutrientdensities)for householdswith
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different levels of nutrient availability was significantly different, with

households with high nutrient availability using foods with higher nutrient

densitie_ than households with low nutrient availability. Although there

were feb significant differences between low-income households with

different levels of nutrient availability in expenditure shares for

particular food groups, the differences observed are consistent with and

could partially account for the differences in average nutrient densities

found for these subgroups of households.

The second question examined in our analysis is how the foods used

by FSP participants differ from the foods used by other low-income

households. Results from this analysis show, first, that proportionately

more FSP participantsthan low-incomenonparticipantsused food that met

100 percent of the RDA and fell into the category of low-income households

that have high levels of nutrient availability. In addition, our analysis

focuses on the differences in the foods used by FSP participants and other

low-income nonparticipants within groups of households with high, moderate,

and low levels of nutrient availability. The results show that their food

use was very similar, wtth two exceptions; for households with high and

moderate levels of nutrient availability, FSP participants used

significantly larger average quantities of red meats and eggs than low-

incomenonparticipants. In general,the compositionof the food choicesof

FSP participants and low-income nonparticipants was also very similar, with

only a few significant differences in expenditure shares and no significant

differences in average nutrient densities for individual nutrients.

The third part of our analysis compares the quantities of food used

by low-incomehouseholdsto the quantitiesof food recommendedby the TFP
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in order to determine the extent to which the quantity and composition of

foods used by low-income household resemble the TFP. The major finding of

this analysis is that all low-income households were more likely to use the

TFP quantities of some foods than others, and compositionally, their food

choices differed from the TFP. In addition, the comparisons of the foods

used by households with high, moderate, and low level of nutrient

availability to the TFP suggest that low-income households with high

nutrient availability were more likely than low-income households with

moderate or low nutrient availability to use at least the TFP quantities of

each of the 31 food groups.

The final component of our analysis investigates whether the

perceived adequacy of household food supplies varies with household food

choices and with FSP participation status. Our results suggest that the

perceived adequacy of household food supplies is a subjective measure that

is apparently not systematically related to our measures of quantities of

food used or composition of food choices. That is, households that differ

with respect to their level of nutrient availability and quantities of food

used did not differ significantly in theiFperceptions of the quantity and

quality of their food supplies. In addition, expenditure shares did not

usually differ significantly for households with different perceptions of

the adequacy of their food supplies. However, FSP participants were more

likely than low-income nonparticipants to report that they sometimes did

not have enough food, and they were less likely than nonparticipants to

perceive their food supplies as adequate with respect to both quantity and

quality.
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APPENDIX A

TABLES FROM THE 1979-80

SURVEY OF FOOD CONSUMPTION IN LOW-

INCOME HOUSEHOLDS FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS



TABLE A.I

THE COMPOSITION OF THE 14 FOOD GROUPS IN TERMS OF THE 31
FOOD GROUPS IN THE THRIFTY FOOD PLAN

New Food Group Thrifty Food Plan Food Groups

Potatoes Potatoes

Other vegetables High-nutrient vegetables

Other vegetables

Mixtures, mostly vegetables;
condiments

Fruits Vitamin-C-richfruit
Other fruit

Cereal, flours Whole-grain/high-fiber breakfast
cereal

Other breakfast cereals

Whole-grain/high-fiber flour, meal,

rice, pasta

Other flour, meal, rice, pasta

Bread Whole-grain/high-fiber bread
Other bread

Other bakery products Bakery products

Grain and meat mixtures Grain mixtures

Mixtures, mostly meat, poultry,
fish, eggs, legumes

Milk, cheese, creams Milk, yogurt
Cheese

Cream, mixtures mostly milk

Meat, poultry, fish Lower-cost red meats, variety meats

Higher-cost red meats, variety meats
Poultry

Fish, shellfish

Bacon, sausage, luncheon meats

Eggs Eggs

Legumes, nuts Dry beans, peas, lentils

Nuts, peanut butter

Fats and oils Fats, oils
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TABLE A. 1 (continued)

New Food Grou P Thrifty Food Plan Food Groups

Sugar and sweets Sugar, sweets

Non-alcoholic beverages, Soft drinks, punches, ades

Seasonings Seasonings '

Coffee, tea
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TABLE A. 2

HOU3EHOU) FOOD U$_ OF la FOODGROUPS, BY LEVEL OF NUTRIENT
AVAILABILITY, U.S. LOW-INCOME IIOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

Household Food Use Meeting 100% of the Ilousehoid Food Use Neettng 80-99% of Household Foo_ Use Not Heettng 80% of
RDA For All 11 Nutrients (N-Isa25) the RnA For All II Nutrients (N-582) the RDA For All Ii Nutrients (N-I,318)

Quantity Honey Value Quanttty Ns.my Value Quantity Honey Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Potatoes 2.37a .36 .16 1.87 .31'* .18 1.51+ .23+ .I8

Other Vegetables 7.65 e 3.38 a .45 5.16 aa 2.25 _* .45 3.6L+ 1.62+ .66

Fruits 5.92 a 2.41 a .43 4.OO aa 1.68,* .53'* 3.05+ I.I1+ .42

Cereals, Flours 2.51a 1.55 a .76 1.83'* !.09'* .74 1.32+ ,77+ .75

Breed 1.11 1.01 .96 .94 *a .91'* .98 .78+ .71+ .95

Other Bakery Products .46 .95 2.60 .35 *a .81'* 2.68 .26+ .52+ 2.84

Grain and Neat Mixtures .15 .37 3.53 .13 a* .49'* 4.60 .06+ .19+ 3.97

Milk, Cheese, Cresus 13.18' 3.76* .29 9.O1'* 2.71'* .31 6.28+ !.86+ 35+j
bo

Neat, Poultry, Fish 8.20 a 10.91' 1.38 5.75** 7.95** 1.65 6.77+ 6.11+ 1.38

Eggs !.13 .65' .58 .98'* .54 *a .57 .73+ .41+ .57

Legumes, Nuts .86 .89 !.ll .76 aa .81'* 1.22 .68+ .51+ i.12

Fate and Otis 1.21' .96' .86 .95 a* .75'* .81 .73+ .53+ .75+

Sugar and Sweets !.57 .91' .75 1.30** .69'* .62'* .81+ .48+ .79

Non-alcoholic Beverages, .86 1.96 6.10 .61 1.71 *a 6.25 .57 1.31+ 6.56
Seasonings

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption In Lovr-lncome Ilouseholds.

NOTES: All percentages are weighted; sample sizes ere unvetghted.

*: Significantly different from the mean value for households meeting 80-99 percent of the RDA for ail Ii nutrients at the .O5 level, two-tailed test.
aa: Stgntflcantty different from the mean value for households not meeting 80 of the RO_ for all Il mJtrients at the .O5 level, two-tailed test.

+: Significantly different from the mean value for households meeting IOO% of the RDA for all II nutrients ar the .O5 level, two-tailed test.



TABLE A. 3

HOUSEHOLDEXPENOITURE StIARES FOR 14 FOODGROUPS, BY LEVEL OF
NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY, U,S° LOW-INCOHE HOUSEIIOLDS, 1979-80

" Household Foo_ Use Meeting 10az Ilougehotd Food Use Meeting 80-99_ Household Food Uge_Not Heetlng 80_
of the RDA For All !1 Nutrients of the RDA For All ii N_:trtents of the RDA For All I1 h_trlents

Potatoes 1.21 1.4o 1.41

Other Vegetables I1.1] 9.69 9.44+

Fruits 7.76 6.78 6.45+

Cereals, Flours 5.41 5.02 4.83

Bread 3.46 4.03 4.38+

Other Bakery Products 3.O3 3.44 3.00

Grain end Neat Hixtures i.21' 2.38** 1.14

Nllk, Cheese, Creams 13.00 12.03 11.00+

Neat, Poultry, Fish 34.76 33.06** 37.87+

I Eggs 2.25 2.54 2.62+

Legumes, Nuts 3.07 3.71 3.06

Fats end Oils 3.21 3.21 3.24

Sugar end Sweets 3.04 3.13 2.77

Non-alcoholic Beverages, 6.42 7.44 7.44
Seasonings

Household Sample Size 1,025 582 1,318

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All amens ere weighted; sample sizes are unwetghted.

*: Significantly different frae the mean value for households meeting 80-99 percent of the RDA for all Ii nutrients at the .05 level,
two-tailed test.

a*: Significantly different from the mean value for households not meeting 80 percent of the RDA for ail Ii nutrients st the .05 level,
two-tailed test.

+: Significantly different from the mean value for households meeting 100% of the RDA for all 11 nutrients at the .05 level,
two-tailed test.



TABLE A.4

HOUSEHOLDFOOD USE OF 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY FOOD STANP PROGRANPARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDSMEETING IOO PERCENTOF TIlE RDA FOR ALL II NUTRIENTS, 1919-80

All Households with Food Use

Meeting IOO_ of the RDA for _
All II Nutrients (N-I,O251 FSP Participants (N'6151 FSP NQnparttclpants (N-410)

Quantity Honey Value _Janttty Honey Value Quantity Honey Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Perso_z Per Person Price
(lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/Ih.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Potatoes 2.31 .36 .16 2.36 .35 .16 2.40 .37 .17

Other Vegetables 1.65 3.38 .45 7.81 3.46 .45 7.50 3. ll .45

Fruits 5.92 2.&l .43 6.17 2.50 .&3 5.69 2.32 .43

Cereals, Flours 2.51 i.55 .76 2.72 1.64 .75 2.31 1.67 .11

Bread I.It I.OI .96 I.O9 I.O6 I.O3' 1.12 .97 .90

Other Bakery Products .46 .95 2.40 .50 I.O4 2.57 .42 .85 2.24

Crotn and Hedt Htxtures .15 .37 3.53 .14 .37 3.69 .16 .37 3.39

Hllk, Cheese, Creams 13.18 3.?G .29 13.36 3.85 .30 13.01 3.62 .29
t

Cfi Heat, Poultry, Fish 8.20 IO.91 i.38 9.33 i 12.27' !.34 7.10 9.59 i.41

Eggs 1.13 .65 .58 1.26 a .73' .59 .99 .57 .58

Legumes, Huts .86 .89 I.II .89 .86 1.O8 .83 .91 1.14

Fete and Otis 1.21 .96 .86 1.29 1.02 .82 1.12 .91 .89

Sugar end Sweets 1.57 .91 .75 1.66 .92 .80 1.49 .90 .69

Non-alcoholic Beverages. .86 1.96 4.10 .79 i.96 4.41 .91 1.95 3.81
Seasonings

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Low-Income Ilouseholdg.

NOTES: All percentages ore weighted; sample sizes ore unwelghted.

6' Sfgniflcantly different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants st the .05 level, two-tailed test.



TABLE A. 5

HOUSEHOLDFOOD USE OF i& FOOD GROUPS. BY FOOD STAHP PROGRAHPARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS HEETING 80-99 PERCENT OF TUE RDA FOR ALL 11 NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

All Households with Food Use

Meeting 80-99% of the RDA for
All 11 Nutrients (N-5823 FSP Participants (N-3213 _FSP Nonparticipants (N-26!)

Quantity Money Value Quantity Money Value Quantit_ Honey Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(lbJ./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Potatoes 1.87 .31 .18 1.65 .28 .19 1.99 .33 .18

Other Vegetables 5.14 2.25 .45 4.66 1.93 .42 5.42 2.43 .46

Fruits 4.00 1.68 .53 4.06 1.70 .46 3.97 1.66 .58

Cereals, Flours 1.83 1.O9 .74 2.07 1.19 .73 1.70 I.O3 .74

Bread .94 .91 .98 .83 .73 .9_ i.O0 I.OO I.OO

Other Bakery Products .35 .81 2.68 .39 .81 2.24 .32 .82 2.91

Grain end Heat Mixtures .J3 .&9 4.60 .10 .27 4.18 .14 .62 4.85

Milk, Cheese, Creams 9.07 2.71 .31 9.36 2.77 .31 8.90 2.68 .31

I
O_ Meat, Poultry, Fish 5.75 7.95 1.45 7.3?* 9.25 1.29' 4.82 7.20 1.5_

Eggs .98 .54 .57 1.02 .57 .57 .95 .53 .57

Legumes, Nuts .74 .87 1.22 .72 .76 .98 .75 .93 1.35

Fate and Otis .95 .75 .81 I.O2 .80 .77 .91 .73 .83

Sugar and Sweets 1.30 .69 .62 1.27 .6? .64 1.32 .69 .61

Non-alcoholic Beverages, .61 1.71 4.25 .54 1.71 4.h3 .6_ 1.71 4.03
Seasonings

SOURCE: [979-80 Survey of Food Consumption In Low-Income Ilougeholds.

NOTES: All percentages are weighted; sample sizes are unwelghted.

_: Significantly different from the mean value for FSP nonparticipants at the .05 level, two-tailed test.



TABLE A.6

IIOUSEHOLD FOOD USE OF 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY FOOD STAHP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION, U.S. LOW-INCOME
IIOUSEIIOLDS NOT I_ETiNG 80 PERCENT OF TIlE RDA FOR ALL II NUTRIENTS, 1979-80

All Households with Food Use Not

Meetln8 80% of the RDA for
All 11 Nutrients (N=1j318) FSP Participants (N-680) _SP Nonparticipants (N=638)

Quantity Honey Value Quantity Nosey Value Quantity, Honey Value
Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price Per Person Per Person Price
(tbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.) (lbs./week) (S/week) (S/lb.)

Potatoes 1.51 .23 .18 1.65 .26 .18 i.43 .22 .17

Other Vegetables 3.61 1.62 .46 3.38 1.49 .&7 3.75 1.69 .46

Fruits 3,05 i.13 .42 2.80 1.06 .42 3.20 1,17 .42

Cereals, Flours 1.32 .77 .75 !.42 .82 .74 1.26 .75 .75

Bread .78 ,71 .95 .72 .64 .93 .81 .75 .96

Other Bakery Products .24 .52 2.84 .25 .48 2.71 .24 .55 2.92

Grain end Heat Mixtures .06 .19 3.97 .07 .19 3.77 .06 .18 6.10

Hllk, Cheese, Creams 6.28 1.86 .35 6.52 1.83 .34 6.13 1.87 .35

I Nest, Poultry, Fish 4.77 6,31 1.38 5.05 6.34 1.31' 4.59 6.29 1.42
-.j

Eggs .73 .41 .57 .73 .4t .57 .73 .41 .57

Legumes, Nuts ,&8 .51 1.12 .&7 .41 .964 ._8 .57 1.22

Fits and Oils .73 .53 .75 .73 .53 .75 .73 .54 .76

Sugar and Sweets .81 .48 .79 .82 .45 .59* .80 .50 .91

Non-alcoholic Beverages, .57 1.31 _.56 .50 1.27 4.59 .61 1.33 &.55
Seasonings

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption tn Low-Income Ilouseholds.

NOTES: Ali percentages are weighted; sample sizes are unwelghted.

*: Significantly different from the mean value for FSP nonparttctpant_ at the .US level, two-tailed test.



TABLE A. 7

HOUSEHOLDEXPENDITURE SIIARES FOR 14 FOOD CROUPS, BY LEVEL
OF NUTRIENT AVAILABILITY AND FSP PARTICIPATION STATUS,

U.S. LOW-INCOME IIOUSEIIOLDS, 1979-80

Household Food Use Meeting IOOZ Household Food Use Meeting 80-99Z Household Food Use Not&Meeting 8OZ
of the RDA For All II Nutrients of the RDA For Ail il Nutrients of the RDA For All II Nutrients

FSP FSP FSP FSP FSP FSP

Participants Nonparticipants Participants Nonparticipants Parttc!pants Nonparticipants

Potatoes 1.O8 1.33 1.25 1.48 1.61 a 1.29

Other Vegetables 10.57 11.67 8.31' 10.48 9.OO 9.71

Fruits 7.58 7.94 6.87 6.73 6.29 6.54

Cereals, Flours 5.37 5.45 5.23 4.91 5.10 4.66

Bread 3.40 3.52 3.32' 4.43 3.99 4.61

Other Bakery Products 3.17 2.89 3.45 3.43 2.76 3.1_

Grain end Neat Nlxtures 1.16 1.25 i.18 3.06 1.29 1.05

Nllk, Cheese, Creams 12.68 13.31 12.O7 12.OO 11.19 10.88
!

co Meat, foultry, Fish 36.91 _ 32.68 37.42' 30.58 38.86 37.27

Eggs 2.42 2.09 2.61 2.50 2.62 2.63

Lelumes, Nuts 2.72 3.41 3.09 4.06 2.50 3.41

Fats and Otis 3.21 3.20 3.30 3.16 3.15 3.29

Sugar end Sweets 2.87 3.21 3.O2 3.19 2.69 2.82

Non-alcoholic leverages, 6.19 6.65 7.OI 7.69 7.53 7.39
seasonings

Household Sample Site 615 410 _321 261 680 638

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption In Low-income llouseholda.

NOTES: All percentages are velghted; sample sizes are unwetghted.

': Significantly different from the mean value for FSP nonparttelpnnts at the .O5 level, tvo-tatled test.



TABLE A.8

AVERAGE QUANTITIES OF FOOD USED PER PERSON,

FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY DESCRIPTION OF HOUSEHOLD

FOOD SUPPLIES, U.S. LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80

(pounds per week)

Enough and EnouRh, Not Always Sometimes

Desirable Desirable Not Enough

Potatoes 1.97 1.91 1.70

OtherVegetables 6.01 5.19 4.82+

Fruits 4.59 4.17 4.07

Cereals,Flours 1.80 1.81 2.13

Bread 1.01 .90 .88

OtherBakeryProducts .37 .32 .39

Grainand MeatMixtures .i0 .12 .10

Milk,Cheese,Creams 10.33 9.08 8.28+

Meat,Poultry,Fish 6.33 6.02 6.64

Eggs .97 .92 .86

Legumes,Nuts .64 .69 .64

FatsandOils 1.00 .95 .82+

Suguar and Sweets 1.24 1.17 1.15

Non-alcoholicBeverages, .76 .67 .52+

Seasonings

Household Sample Size 810 1,609 506

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: All percentages are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

+: Significantly different from the mean value for households

describing their food supplies as enough and desirable at the .05
level, two-tailed test.
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TABLE A.9

HOUSEHOLD EXPENDITURE SHARES FOR 14 FOOD GROUPS, BY DESCRIPTION OF

HOUSEHOLD FOOD SUPPLIES, U.S. LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, 1979-80
(percentage of home food dollar)

e

Enoughand Enough,Not Always Sometimes'

Desirable Desirable Not Enough

Potatoes 1.22 1.41 1.30

OtherVegetables 10.49 10.11 9.26

Fruits 7.14 6.93 6.87

Cereals,Grains 4.67 5.06** 5.98+

Bread 3.94 3.95 4.13

OtherBakeryProducts 3.47 2.92 3.01

GrainMixtures 1.07 1.61 1.49

Milk, Cheese, Creams 12.31 11.92 11.19

Meat,Poultry,Fish 34.90 35.71 37.59

Eggs 2.26 2.59 2.48

Legumes,Nuts 3.18 3.29 2.93

FatsandOils 3.19 3.33 2.90

Sugar and Sweets 2.92 3.01 2.75

Non-alcoholic Beverages, 7.30 7.12 6.47
Seasonings

Household Sample Size 810 1,609 506

SOURCE: 1979-80 Survey of Food Consumption in Low-Income Households.

NOTES: Ail means are weighted; sample sizes are unweighted.

**: Significantly different from the mean value for households
describing their food supplies as sometimes not enouRh at the .05

level, two-tailed test.'

+: Significantly different from the mean value for households

describing their food supplies as enough and desirable at the .05
level, two-tailed test.
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